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ABSTRACT 
Many researchers note that children from single-parent households generally do worse in 
school than children from two-parent households, possibly because single-parent families are 
more susceptible to instability due to lack of resources. However, environment and individual 
differences, such as the mother's resiliency, can provide a buffer for children in single-parent 
homes. In order to confirm the distinction between how individual and external factors influence 
single mothers and their effects on their child’s cognitive functioning, the current study had two 
objectives: to determine (a) individual factors of the single mothers associated with their 
children’s cognitive functioning in middle childhood; and (b) external factors that impact single 
mothers and are associated with children’s cognitive functioning. This study used a sample of 
high-risk single mothers and their children from Welfare, Children, and Families: A Three-City 
Study. At the Wave 1 data collection the children were ages 2 to 4 and at a follow-up five years 
later, Wave 3, the children were ages 7 to 10. The mothers’ family background, psychosocial 
resources, socioeconomic status, family stress, and parenting quality from early childhood were 
used to predict their children’s cognitive functioning in middle childhood, while controlling for 
the children’s cognitive functioning at Wave 1. The results show that maternal education (for the 
applied problem scale: ß=.14, p=.01) and positive parenting (both for the applied problem scale 
ß=.10, p=.04 and letter-word identification ß=.90, p=.06) during early childhood were related to 
increases in the child’s cognitive functioning over a five-year period. This argues for resources to 
increase single mothers’ education and programs to help improve their positive parenting skills. 
It is hoped that the results of this study can initiate intervention or preventive programs for these 
mothers and children in the future. 
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CHAPTER 1:  INTRODUCTION 
Background  
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, in 2015 there were approximately 12 million 
single-parent families in the United States, with more than 80% headed by single mothers. This 
increase has escalated during the past two decades, largely due to the change in family dynamics 
in the U.S. (Cherlin, 2010; Martin, Hamilton, Ventura, Osterman, & Mathews, 2013).  Single 
motherhood may result from adoption, divorce, artificial insemination, surrogate motherhood, 
planned pregnancies or other unexpected circumstances such as child abuse, neglect, 
abandonment or the death of the biological partner. The U.S Census Bureau in 2011 reported that 
45% of single mothers were not married, while the other 55% were divorced, separated, or 
widowed. Single parenting creates an enormous responsibility for mothers who are often 
juggling being a mother, working on day-to-day chores and being the breadwinner (Mitra, 2014). 
Interdisciplinary literature has consistently found a strong correlation between single motherhood 
and children and women living in poverty (Ananat & Michaels, 2008; Brady & Burroway, 2012; 
Rank, 2005; Seccombe, 2000).  
Rationale for the Current Study  
1. Filling the gap in research on single mothers by using an Interactionist 
Perspective. 
Initially, family and developmental research compared single-parent households to two-
parent households. The development of studies on single parenting started with research 
suggesting that children from single-mother homes were generally at a disadvantage when 
compared to children from two-parent households (McLanahan & Sandefur, 1994). Studies 
noted that children from single-parent homes generally fall behind in school compared to 
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children from two-parent households (Amato, 2001). More recently, research has established that 
not all children who grow up in a single-parent household have lower cognitive functioning. For 
example, it has been well established that instability in family functioning affects child well-
being in a negative way (Lee & McLanahan, 2015; Waldfogel, Craigie, & Brooks-Gunn, 2010), 
whereas stability (e.g., emotional and financial) in a single-mother home will affect her 
children’s well-being in a positive way (Lee & McLanahan, 2015). This suggests that it is not 
necessarily the structure of the household but the functioning or well-being within a household 
that predicts child well-being. On the other hand, Schoon, Jones, Cheng and Maughan (2012) 
suggest that it is not family instability, but long-term poverty which affects children’s cognitive 
functioning.  
Therefore, it is important to look at the bigger picture and examine both internal and 
external factors, while accounting for family structure, using a high-risk group sample. Given the 
growing trend in the increase in single parents, whether by choice or otherwise (Cherlin, 2010), 
there is a need to determine what can be done to assist high-risk single mothers so that their 
children’s well-being will be maximized. For example, Rector (2014) observed that the U.S 
appears to be a two-caste system, with marriage and education as the dividing line. In one third 
of the population, children are raised by married parents with a college education, while in 
another one third, the children are raised by single parents with a high school degree or less. 
Children in the latter group are more at risk for educational problems and poorer well-being 
(Rector, 2014). Thus, it is necessary to identify factors within a high-risk sample to understand 
protective factors for children who are able to succeed while living with a single-mother in 
poverty. 
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2. By conducting a within-group study, this research intended to fill the gap in 
studies that overlook the many different circumstances in which single mothers 
find themselves and in which they raise their children, rather than treat them as 
a homogeneous group. 
Previous literature has tended to treat single mothers, especially those in poverty, as a 
homogeneous group (Taylor & Conger, 2014).,which overlooked the many different 
circumstances in which single mothers find themselves and in which they raise their children. 
For a more comprehensive understanding, it is necessary to look at a wide variety of factors, 
characteristics, and circumstances which can and do define single-mother parenting. In a recent 
paper, Taylor and Conger (2014) noted that: 
Despite circumstances that most likely vary considerably, single parents are often viewed 
as a homogeneous group when their trajectories of emotional well-being most likely differ 
as a result of a variety of factors. Acknowledging single parents as a multifaceted group 
deserving to be studied in their own right allows for improved insight into both the strength 
and the weakness inherent in this type of family structure and would allow for more 
effective prevention and intervention efforts. (p. 210) 
Therefore, rather than treating all single mothers as one homogeneous group without 
considering their situation (how they became a single mother, currently cohabiting or not, etc.), 
the current study conducted a within-group study to determine the protective factors for high-risk 
single mothers. A within-group study focusing on one single group (single mothers who are not 
married and are not cohabiting) is important since there are so many factors that may affect the 
outcome.  
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3. The importance of identifying protective factors for a child’s cognitive 
development in a high-risk, single-mother household. 
Finally, this study focused on children’s cognitive functioning, especially at an early age. 
Research has established that early cognitive development is an important indicator of 
developmental health and will be an important trajectory for their later educational and 
occupational attainment (Cheng & Furnham, 2012; Currie & Thomas, 1999; Schoon, 2010). 
McClelland, Acock, Piccinin, Rhea, and Stallings (2012) also showed that cognitive 
development (attention span) at a young age predicted the odds of completing college by age 25. 
It is safe to assume that a child’s cognitive development, especially at their young age, is a 
predictor for their success as an adult (e.g., Kuhn, Willoughby, Wilbourn, Vernon-Feagons, & 
Blair, 2014; McClelland et al., 2012). Coley, Lewin-Bizan, and Carrano (2011) suggested that 
father involvement is key to the development of cognitive skills for low-income children of 
single mothers. However, many children in single-parent homes grow up without contact with 
their fathers. The results of the current study could be helpful in determining the protective 
factors that can help a child’s cognitive functioning in single mother families whose fathers (or 
father figures) are not in the household and are not a viable option.  
The Current Study 
To address the first rationale, an Interactionist Perspective, integrating both social 
causation and social selection as suggested by Taylor and Conger (2014), was utilized. 
According to this perspective, both the environment and individual differences potentially 
contribute to resilient family processes. Social causation was used to understand how parenting 
can be affected by external factors (using the Family Stress Model and the Family Investment 
Model), whereas social selection was used to explain individual differences among parents and 
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how these internal factors may affect parenting. These two perspectives complement each other 
and provide a holistic approach to understand what helps the development of cognitive 
functioning for children of high-risk single mothers. The risk and resiliency model was also 
considered in order to identify protective and risk factors for single mothers and their children. 
The second rationale was addressed by focusing on single mothers living in poverty, and 
the current study particularly focused on children of single mothers who were neither married 
nor cohabiting.  It is important to identify the difference between single mothers based on their 
situation due to the factors associated with them. Amato and Anthony (2014) suggested that 
children of divorced parents or parents separated after cohabitation are affected due to the 
absence of the father from the home after the separation. Therefore, having a (new) partner in the 
household may affect the result. Hannan, Halpin and Coleman (2013) found that more than half 
of all never married “lone-mothers” were less than 25 years old when they had their child. 
Morinis, Carson, and Quigley (2013) found that children of younger mothers show a 
significantly lower cognitive level than children born to a mother between the ages of 25 and 34.  
Finally, Osborn, Berger, and Magnuson (2012) suggested that family instability would 
affect a child’s well-being, including declines in cognitive development. Research has shown 
that early cognitive development is an important indicator to predict a child’s achievements later 
in life (Cheng & Furnham, 2012; Schoon, 2010). Research has also established that those who 
come from a higher socio-economic background are more likely to have a higher education level 
(Kuh et al., 2009; Simonton & Song, 2009), and Davis-Kean (2005) has suggested that parent 
education can be a very good indicator to predict a child’s education. Thus, the present study 
particularly looked at high-risk single-mother families to determine protective factors that help 
develop their cognitive functioning.  The study measured child cognitive functioning in terms of 
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psycho-educational development as reflected in the child’s performance on letter recognition and 
applied problems (Woodcock & Johnson, 1989). 
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CHAPTER 2.  LITERATURE REVIEW 
Although the literature suggests that family structure affects child outcomes, family 
structure alone does not fully explain these outcomes.  There are many interconnected factors 
which are either protective or risk factors for the child growing up in a single parent home in 
poverty. The United States has the highest rate of poverty among single mothers (Brady & 
Burroway, 2012) in the world, but we also know that not all children who grow up in single 
parent homes and in poverty have lower well-being and functioning. Indeed, environment and 
individual differences, such as the mother's resiliency, can provide a buffer for children in single-
parent homes. The term “Internal Factors” refers to individual characteristics of the mother, 
which serve as risk or protective factors for the child's well-being. Factors considered internal in 
this study are the mother’s family background and her psychosocial development, such as self-
esteem, collective efficacy in the neighborhood she is living in and her perception of social 
support. “External Factors” refers to forces outside the mother which may affect her child's 
cognitive functioning. Factors considered external in this study include socioeconomic status, 
family stress, and the mother’s parenting quality. 
 These factors may also account for different influences between mothers who were never 
married and mothers who are single due to divorce. In order to determine the individual and 
external factors that may affect children of single mothers, the current study had two objectives, 
to determine: (a) individual factors associated with children’s cognitive functioning in middle 
childhood; and (b) external factors which impact single mothers and are associated with 
children’s cognitive functioning. Furthermore, cognitive functioning in early childhood was also 
controlled for in the analyses, making the results more robust. A theoretical framework is 
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presented, followed by a description of the literature supporting risk and protective factors for 
single mothers’ resources and parenting as well as children’s cognitive functioning. 
 Theoretical Framework: Risk and Resiliency Theory 
Resiliency is defined as the capacity of an individual to withstand or recover from 
significant risk and still be able to function effectively (Masten, 2011). For this study, children’s 
cognitive functioning depended on the resiliency of their single mothers, by considering the risk 
and protective factors. Risk factors are environmental stressors or conditions that increase 
negative outcomes to the child’s cognitive functioning. Risk factors are identified as maternal 
family background and family stress, such as financial strain and depressive symptoms, whereas, 
protective factors are characteristics of the individual or the environment that reduce the 
potentially negative effects of the risk factors. For this study, the protective factors included the 
mothers’ psychosocial resources (measured by self-esteem, neighborhood collective efficacy, 
and perceived social support), a higher maternal socioeconomic status (income, education, 
employment, and welfare use), and the mother’s parenting quality (positive parenting and home 
environment.  
Theoretical Framework: Interactionist Perspective 
In order to understand the factors that can help single mothers, an Interactionist 
Perspective as proposed by Conger and Donellan (2007) was used in this study. This model may 
explain and advance research on single mothers as it integrates social selection (internal factors) 
as well as social causation (external factors). As mentioned previously, both internal and 
external factors affect parenting (Östberg & Hagekull, 2013). The relationship between a 
mother’s social condition and her ability to adjust involves a dynamic interplay between these 
two processes (Conger & Donellan, 2007; Taylor & Conger, 2014). Using an Interactionist 
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Perspective, the combination of social selection and social causation can help to compensate for 
the limitations of each separately. For example, a social selection perspective tends to 
underestimate the impact of environmental (external) influences on an individual’s well-being, 
whereas a social causation perspective does not take into account the (internal) influence of one’s 
unique personality on social and emotional development (Conger & Donellan, 2007; Taylor & 
Conger, 2014). Parents from different socioeconomic statuses raise their children differently due 
to the factors and circumstances in which they live; also the parents’ personal characteristics 
affect how they interact with the world (Conti & Heckman, 2014).  Next, social selection and 
social causation are further discussed in order to understand their application to the current study. 
Five overarching constructs were incorporated into the conceptual model (Figure 1) to 
answer the study hypotheses: Mother’s Family Background, Psychological Resources, 
Socioeconomic Status, Family Stress, and Parenting Quality. These constructs were developed 
based on an Interactionist Perspective which considers both social selection and social causation. 
  
Social Selection Perspective.   
Social Selection proposes that individual attributes influence the quality of one’s social 
and economic environment (Conger & Donellan, 2007). Social selection argues that a person’s 
traits and dispositional characteristics influence their social status and indirectly influence the 
well-being of the children (Mayer, 1997). Conger and Donellan (2007) posited “… SES as a 
constellation of outcomes that are potentially influenced by individual differences in traits such 
as intelligence and personality” (p. 187). According to their study, individual differences are 
transmitted from parents to children and help to increase social advantages. Individual 
differences can include such personality traits as self-esteem, resiliency, and developmental 
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history, such as one’s childhood experiences or family of origin’s socioeconomic status. For the 
current study, Social Selection is used to explain the association of the mother’s family 
background and psychosocial resources with positive child outcomes. 
Social Causation Perspective.   
Social causation, on the other hand, refers to “…social conditions [which] lead to 
variations in social, emotional, cognitive and family functioning” (Conger & Donellan, 2007, p. 
178). Social Causation suggests that the origin of an issue (in this case child outcomes) results 
from social conditions and social interactions. The two theories that are generally used in social 
causation are the Family Stress Model (FSM) and the Family Investment Model (FIM).  
Family Stress Model (FSM).  The Family Stress Model describes how economic 
disadvantage aggravates family stresses, resulting in poor family functioning and negative 
parenting, thus affecting child outcomes (Taylor & Conger, 2014). Economic pressure creates 
stress in a family, which will affect parenting and child outcomes (Conger & Donellan, 2007; 
Conger, Padilla & Sampson, 2010; Taylor & Conger, 2014). Hoff, Laursen, and Tardif (2002) 
suggested that parents’ actions play a large role in the future socioeconomic status (SES) of their 
children, because parents facing more economic stress and being distracted with their own 
problems in meeting the needs of the family, in turn, show less affection to their children (Taylor 
& Conger, 2014). In the current study, the FSM was used to explain the association between the 
mother’s socioeconomic status, family stress, and child cognitive functioning.  
Family Investment Model (FIM).  The second part of social causation is the Family 
Investment Model. The FIM mainly focuses on the ways parents utilize their financial, social, 
and human capital to foster their children’s physical, emotional, cognitive, and social well-being 
(Taylor & Conger, 2014). Parents with more capital can invest more in their children’s lives 
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compared to parents who have to live on a month-to-month basis and try to accommodate 
immediate family needs. Thus, higher socio-economic status, in turn, benefits the children. In 
this study, the FIM is used to explain the correlation between socioeconomic status and the 
mother’s parenting quality as predicting higher cognitive functioning. 
Social Selection Factors 
Mother’s Family Background (Risk Factor).   
The mother’s family background is defined as the biological and psychological 
characteristics in her early development as a child that may be an advantage or risk over her life 
course (Taylor & Conger, 2014). Due to the restricted variables in the data, the mother’s family 
background was measured by the education of her parents and by their welfare participation as a 
trajectory of her later functioning. This is appropriate since Carneiro, Meghir, and Parey (2013) 
suggested that parents’ education has positive impacts on the cognitive skills of their children. A 
mother’s family background affects her psychosocial resources, family stress, her parenting 
quality, and current socioeconomic status as a mother. Parcel, Dufur, and Cornell Zito (2010) 
suggested that inequality begins early in life, which can be characterized by the parents’ 
education as well as their financial status. The family into which a child is born is a major factor 
that determines the resources to which they have access. If families have unequal resources, 
these differences influence the priority of the parents’ investment: either for daily use or to invest 
in their children’s future. 
Sigel, McGillicuddy-DeLisi, and Goodnow (2014) suggested that such life conditions 
may set a standard for children’s outcomes. Dishion and Bullock (2002) found that parents exert 
both direct and indirect influences on their children. How a person is parented predicts that 
person’s individual character in adult life. Schoon et al. (2002) found that lower SES in the 
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family of origin predicts life stress across the years of adulthood. In other words, the 
socioeconomic status of a parent predicts the next generation’s socioeconomic status, and so on. 
A parent who was raised with a higher socioeconomic status can predict better child outcomes 
(Conger, Conger, & Martin, 2010; Hoff, Laursen, & Bridges, 2012). In this study, the mother’s 
developmental history was measured by both of her parents’ education and welfare participation 
and experiences. 
Parents’ Education. Many studies (e.g., Carneiro, Meghir, & Parey, 2013; Chevalier, 
Harmon, O’Sullivan, & Walker, 2013) have shown that parents’ education will have a direct 
influence on the child’s cognitive functioning and education. Dubow, Boxer, and Huesmann 
(2009) found a strong relationship between the parents’ education and their children’s 
educational success, particularly the children’s literacy. Schoon et al. (2002) suggested that low 
SES (measured by education and income) in one’s family of origin predicted lower academic 
achievement. In a 2015 study Noble et al. also found that “for each year of parent educational 
attainment, increases in children’s hippocampal size were proportionally greater at the end of the 
educational spectrum” (p. 6).  In other words, the higher the education of the parent, the larger 
the size of the child’s hippocampus. The hippocampus is especially important as the part of the 
limbic system that regulates emotions, memory and spatial navigation, and plays a big role in 
providing ‘insight’ for problem solving (Luo & Niki, 2003). 
Welfare Participation. On the other hand, MacDonald, Furlong, Roden, and Crow 
(2012) found that parents’ welfare participation indicated a low socioeconomic status (by 
accepting public assistance). The increase in economic pressure manifested by welfare 
participation was systematically related to a decrease in the children’s well-being. Eckenrode, 
Smith, McCarthy, and Dineen (2014) determined that when parents model the behavior of 
 	 13 
accepting help, their children are less likely to improve themselves by finding a job, but instead 
seek public assistance. Studies by Donellan, Conger, McAdams, and Neppl (2009) revealed that 
individual traits and disposition during childhood predict one’s later status attainment.  
Mother’s Psychosocial Resources (Protective Factor).  
Psychosocial resources are defined as psychological and social resources, such as 
attitudes, skills and assets, which allow one to mediate or moderate the adverse influence of 
current life stressors (Taylor & Conger, 2014). In line with a social selection perspective, 
Yurduşen, Erol, and Gençöz (2013) suggested that parents’ positive psychosocial characteristics 
will decrease their tendency for parental emotional distress which leads to greater child well-
being. For the purpose of the current study, psychosocial resources included the mother’s self-
esteem (attitudes and skills), collective neighborhood efficacy, and perceived social network 
(assets). As mentioned earlier, social causation suggests that individual attributes influence the 
quality of one’s social and economic environment (Conger & Donellan, 2007). 
Self Esteem. There has been no direct study of the mother’s self-esteem and how it 
affects their children’s cognitive development. Most of the studies that measure the mother’s 
self-esteem or self-efficacy usually are designed to predict attachment between the mother and 
the child (e.g., Zietlow, Schlüter, Nonnenmacher, Müller, & Reck, 2014), which indirectly is an 
important part of cognitive functioning (Lukie, Skwarchuk, LeFevre, & Sowinski, 2014). These 
studies on self-esteem also usually consider it to be interdependent with other factors, such as 
maternal depression and anxiety (e.g., Lee & Koo, 2015; Leerkes & Crockenberg, 2002; 
Mastergeorge, Paschall, Loeb & Dixon, 2014). Other studies showed perceived social support 
(e.g., Umaña-Taylor, Guimond, Updegraff, & Jahromi, 2013), a child’s achievement (e.g., Ng, 
Pomerantz, & Deng, 2014; Soenens, Wuyts, Vansteenkiste, Mageau, & Brenning (2015) 
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resulting from higher maternal self-esteem. Komoto, Hirose and Okamitsu (2013) found a 
significant correlation between maternal self-esteem and mother-child interaction and parenting 
stress, factors that directly correlate with child cognitive functioning (Lukie et al., 2014; Ponnet, 
et al., 2012).  
Neighborhood Collective Efficacy. Neighborhood collective efficacy can be defined as 
the level at which neighbors intervene on behalf of the common good, a positive social process 
that forms supportive relations (Galster, 2012; McDonell, Ben-Arieh, & Melton, 2015). 
Neighborhoods with high levels of collective efficacy share a common goal of maintaining social 
control and regulation. There is high collective efficacy when neighbors willingly intervene to 
help create a safer community and provide trust and social support for their neighbors. Studies 
have suggested that a high level of collective efficacy is correlated with positive parenting 
practices, and reduces undesirable child behaviors (Freisthler & Maguire-Jack, 2015; Molnar et 
al., 2016). 
Although a plethora of studies have portrayed the importance of neighborhood efficacy 
(e.g., Church, Jaggers, & Taylor, 2012; Galster, 2012), most have focused on its effect of  
reducing negative behaviors (Freisthler & Maguire-Jack, 2015; Hipp & Wo, 2015; Molnar et al., 
2016; Smith, Osgood, Caldwell, et al., 2013;). Other studies looked at collective neighborhood 
efficacy as predicting parenting punishment (Ma, 2016) and physical activities (Dlugonski, Das, 
& Martin, 2015). Studies have not shown a direct effect of neighborhood collective efficacy on 
cognitive functioning, although Derauf et al. (2015) suggested that a higher level of perceived 
neighborhood collective efficacy was associated with a reduced risk of ADHD. 
Perceived Social Support. Perceived social support is defined by the amount of social 
support which mothers perceive, which includes the availability of support in times of need such 
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as providing childcare and getting a small loan (Gonzalez & Barnett, 2014). McConnell, 
Breitkreuz, and Savage (2011) suggested that when parents feel supported by their social 
network, they are more likely to practice positive parenting. Cardoso, Padilla, and Sampson 
(2010) found that social support helps lessen parenting stress, particularly for a single mother in 
a low-income sample. Numerous studies have revealed that perceived social support is directly 
associated with positive adjustment and competence in children (Taylor, Conger, Robins, & 
Widaman, 2015; Thomson, Flood, & Goodwin, 2006). Social support can be a protective factor 
for a family of lower economic status (Baydar et al., 2013; Odgers et al., 2009). According to 
Kohen, Leventhal, Dahinten, and McIntosh (2008), social support has an especially strong effect 
on highly stressed families. Their study also suggests that low social cohesion predicts poor 
family functioning and maternal depression. These factors were also found to result in punitive 
parenting (Kohen et al., 2008), which has also been found to affect child cognitive functioning 
(Meyer et al., 2015).  
Social Causation Factors 
Mother’s Socioeconomic Status (Protective Factor).  
A single-mothers’ socioeconomic status (SES) in this current study refers to the level of 
the her education, income, employment status, and welfare participation. Single-mother 
households are more likely than other types to be in poverty and, even when not impoverished, 
tend to face high levels of financial instability (Harknett, 2006). Hackman and Farah (2009) 
suggested that socioeconomic status accounts for disparities in cognitive skills and academic 
outcomes among families. The Family Investment Model suggests that families with a lower 
SES must invest in more immediate family needs and thus less in their children’s development 
(Bradley & Corwyn, 2002; Duncan & Magnuson; 2003). Lower SES directly creates 
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psychological distress, which relates to less positive parenting (Mesman, IJzendoorn, & 
Bakermans-Kranenburg, 2012). Furthermore, Hoff and colleagues (2002) revealed that lower-
SES compared with middle-SES parents are more likely to use a harsher, more authoritarian 
parenting style as indicated by physical punishment and the absence of reasoning with children 
regarding the consequences of their behavior. Another recent study suggested that punitive 
parenting is more common in lower SES families (Friedson, 2016), whereas effective parenting 
practices such as parental warmth and monitoring are expected to safeguard against risk factors 
for children and can also be an important factor in predicting their social competence (Gardner & 
Cutrona, 2004). The mother’s level of education (Carneiro, Meghir, & Parey, 2013) and family 
income (Noble et al., 2015) are often associated with their children’s cognitive functioning.   
Income. Single mothers often reported higher rates of financial fragility and lower rates 
of emergency savings compared to households headed by single fathers and cohabiting or 
married couples (West, 2015). The median income of single-mother families was less than half 
that of married-couple families throughout the 2000s (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009). Parallel to the 
family investment model, a higher socioeconomic status will enable parents to have more capital 
to invest in their children (Conger & Donellan, 2007). Higher education (Jackson, Brooks-Gunn, 
Huang, & Glassman, 2000) and higher income (Gyamfi, Brooks-Gunn, & Jackson, 2001) are 
associated with higher maternal support and higher maternal investment. For example, Gershoff 
et al. (2007) found that a higher family income predicted parental investments such as 
educational materials to stimulate the child’s cognitive development. On the contrary, Parcel, 
Dufur, and Cornell Zito (2010) asserted that inequality begins early in life, which can be 
characterized by the parents’ low financial status. The family into which a child is born is a 
major factor in determining the resources to which they have access. If families have unequal 
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resources, these differences also influence the priority of their investment for their children, 
either for daily needs or for the long term. 
Education. Educated parents, as well as parents who have a higher than average 
occupational status, invest in their children in the form of health care and education (Conger & 
Donellan, 2007). Mandemakers and Kalmijn (2014) also found that children of single mothers 
with more years of education are less negatively affected by the absence of the father due to the 
mother’s ability to provide a safe and stable environment for her children. Carneiro, Meghir, and 
Parey (2013) found that better-educated mothers may be able to help accelerate their children’s 
academic achievement, and suggested that it is not just about education, but that a mother’s 
decision to obtain schooling also affects her child-rearing ability. Moreover, parental education 
has been associated with prefrontal cortical thickness, independent of age. In addition, parents 
who reported higher levels of efficacy tend to create more positive learning environments, 
engage more with their children in educational activities, and have higher parental involvement 
generally (Chung, Lee, Lee, & Lee, 2015). 
Employment. While Carneiro et al. (2013) suggested that more highly educated mothers 
are more likely to have a job and work for longer hours, there is no evidence to suggest that more 
highly educated mothers spend less time engaging with their children in educational activities. In 
fact, educated mothers are more likely to use richer vocabularies and spend more time reading to 
their children (Gilkerson, Richards, & Topping, 2015). On the contrary, a number of studies have 
indicated that job loss affects a child’s educational attainment negatively, even after controlling 
for an extensive range of family background characteristics (Coelli, 2011; Kalil & Wightman, 
2011; Rege, Telle, & Voturba, 2011; Steven & Schaller, 2010). On the other hand, Chatterji et al. 
(2011) suggested that maternal work intensity is negatively correlated with self-reported health 
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and positively correlated with depressive symptoms and parenting stress. In another study, single 
parents often work in low-wage occupations that offer few training opportunities and benefits in 
order to receive childcare subsidy (Davis & Jefferys, 2007; Ha, 2009). Herbst and Tekin (2012) 
found that childcare subsidies are positively correlated with reductions in maternal physical and 
mental health and reported poor interactions between parents and children. 
Welfare Participation. The welfare participation of the mother is defined by her receipt 
of government funds. Vogel, Brooks-Gunn, Martin, and Klute (2013) found that the use of 
welfare appears to benefit the child. For example, in their study of younger children aged 2 to 5, 
they found that a child enrolled in the Early Head Start program has a better cognitive level, in 
terms of letter identification, compared to a child who is not. Joo (2008) reported that the use of 
childcare subsidies, a type of welfare, has positive effects on parent workforce participation and 
thus improves family economic outcomes. As mentioned earlier, a higher SES predicts higher 
cognitive functioning in children. On the other hand, MacDonald et al. (2012) suggested that the 
welfare participation of the parents indicates their low socioeconomic status (by accepting public 
assistance). In turn, the increase in economic pressure manifested by welfare participation was 
systematically related to a decrease in children’s well-being. Eckenrode, Smith, McCarthy, and 
Dineen (2014) determined that the parents model the behavior of accepting help and thus their 
children are less likely to improve themselves by finding a job but, instead, seek public 
assistance. Studies by Donellan, Conger, McAdams and Neppl (2009) revealed that individual 
traits and disposition during childhood predict one’s later status attainment. Herbst and Tekin 
(2010) also found that children who received childcare subsidies have lower cognitive ability 
scores; maternal employment has also been found to show small reductions in children’s 
cognitive ability (Ruhm, 2008). One possible explanation for these outcomes is the decrease in 
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interaction between working mothers and their children (Baker et al., 2008). As mentioned 
earlier, childcare subsidies were found to correlate not only with poor maternal physical and 
mental health, but also with poor parent-child interaction (Herbst & Tekin, 2012).  
Family Stress (Risk Factor).  
Stressors such as a mother’s financial strain may lead to psychological distress such as 
depression (Jackson, Preston, & Thomas, 2013; Taylor, Budescu, Gebre, & Hodzic, 2014), 
another factor that may affect children’s cognitive functioning (Letourneau, Tramonte, & 
Willms, 2013). Depression will also ultimately affect child outcomes, whether directly or 
indirectly, by leading the single mother to use a poor parenting style (Mesman, Ijzendoorn, & 
Bakermans-Kranenburg, 2012; Stefanek, Strohmeier, Fandrem, & Spiel, 2012). This finding was 
supported by Mistry, LoweBenner, and Chien (2008), who observed a strong correlation between 
economic hardship, economic psychological symptoms, and parenting behavior. However, Stein 
et al. (2008) argued that maternal depression alone does not affect supportive parenting behavior 
(as proposed by Ponnet et al., 2012), unless the mother is concurrently having economic stress. 
Maternal Stress. It has been established that maternal mental health affects child 
cognitive development (Bjørnebekk et al., 2015; Jensen, Dumontheil, & Barker, 2014). For 
example, maternal stress predicts a poor mother-child relationship (Ponnet et al., 2012), which 
can then lead to delayed child cognitive development (Lukie, Skwarchuk, LeFevre, & Sowinski, 
2014). Herbst and Tekin (2012) suggested that work stress may affect the mother’s physical and 
mental health. 
Financial Strain. The Family Stress Model introduced by Conger and Donellan, (2007) 
suggests that income may affect parents’ psychological distress by creating internal stress due to 
feelings of financial strain. For example, Raver, Blair, and Willoughby (2013) found that 
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children exposed to a higher number of spells of financial strain performed significantly worse in 
executive function, which affected their cognitive functioning. Financial strain in the family 
causes mothers to be less sensitive to their children (Newland, Crnic, Cox, & Mills-Koonce, 
2013) as a result of depression. On the other hand, financial strain may be both a protective and a 
risk factor, depending on a mother’s ability to process stressors: she can choose to be depressed 
and pessimistic about the future, or the pressure will make her more proactive and work harder 
(Newland, Crnic, Cox, & Mills-Koonce, 2013).  
Maternal Psychosocial Distress. Mothers who experience symptoms of depression have 
a higher tendency to exhibit a negative parenting style (Middleton, Scott, & Renk, 2009). Parents 
who show depressive symptoms are predicted to be more hostile or ineffective in parenting 
(Newland, Crnic, Cox, & Mills-Koonce, 2013). Furthermore, maternal psychological distress has 
been found to be a predictor of parenting incompetence (Ciciolla, Gerstein, & Crnic, 2014). 
Depressed mothers were found to be less sensitive when interacting with their children and 
unable to respond positively to their actions (Jensen, Dumontheil, & Barker, 2014), which may 
impede the ability of a child to achieve cognitive developmental milestones. Jensen, Dumontheil, 
and Barker (2014) also found a significant correlation between maternal depression and 
children’s cognitive skills. Maternal depression was also found to affect a child in terms of 
cognitive function (Hughes, Roman, Hart, & Ensor, 2013) and verbal abilities (Barker, Jaffee, 
Uher, & Maughan, 2011). 
Mother’s Parenting Quality (Protective Factor).  
The mother’s parenting quality in this current study focused on positive parenting and the 
home environment. Positive parenting described by parental warmth and support are the 
important factors in predicting children’s development (Sulik et al., 2011). The home 
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environment is another predictor as to how many much resources are available for the children to 
maximize their cognitive development (Gottfried, 2013). 
Positive Parenting. Baumrind (1991) suggested that the two primary dimensions of 
parenting are parental warmth (e.g., maternal support) and practices related to influencing or 
controlling their children (e.g., punishment; cited in Arditi, Burton, & Neeves-Botelho, 2010). 
Studies have suggested that instability in family structure will predict lower quality parenting 
(Beck, Cooper, McLanahan, & Brooks-Gunn, 2010).  Positive parenting for the current study is 
defined by maternal warmth and control over one’s children. Parenting warmth in early 
childhood is among the most important predictors of positive child outcome across culture 
(Mesman, Ijzendoorn, & Bakermans-Kranenburg, 2012). A parent’s ability to regulate her 
emotions and behaviors is an important factor for facilitating children’s healthy development 
(Crockenberg & Leerkes, 2000). Positive parenting, in which the parents are supportive and have 
a high level of warmth, demonstrates parental investment in children (Kloosterman, Notten, 
Tolsma, & Kraaykamp, 2011). This investment translates into educational and status attainment 
for the children (De Graaf, De Graaf, & Kraaykamp, 2000). 
Home Environment. The home environment is defined by the quality and quantity of 
opportunities in the home that are conducive to enhancing children’s development (Stoffregen, 
2000). It also includes how often the mother creates an environment where learning is 
encouraged and opportunities that offer children potential to learn and develop cognitive skills 
by providing books, newspapers, computers, etc. Bann et al. (2016) asserted that the more 
resources a child gets at home, especially the first three years of life, the higher their cognitive 
outcome. Fiorini and Keane (2014) found that the time that children spend in educational 
activities with parents provides the most productive input for cognitive skill development. 
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Confounding Factors 
Besides the internal and external factors related to child cognitive development as 
detailed in the literature review, race can play a huge role in affecting the results of a study. For 
example, African-American and Hispanic single mothers were reported to be living below the 
poverty line compared to Caucasian single mothers (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009). On the other 
hand, Latino families tend to benefit from a wider social network due to their collectivist culture 
(Almeida, Molnar, Kawachi, & Subramanian, 2009). Latinos are more likely to rely on extended 
family for support compared to other ethnic groups (Almeida et al., 2009), especially Latino 
families who are considered at risk, such as those with a low median household income, higher 
poverty rates, and lower educational attainment (Pew Latino Center, 2013). Extended family 
members are an important source of support in Mexican-origin families (Umana-Taylor & 
Updegraff, 2013).  Familism, a concept that puts family first in Latino culture, often produces 
better child outcomes (Campos, Ullman, Aguilera, & Dunkel Schetter, 2014).  As for African 
Americans, the parenting style, particularly in high-risk neighborhoods, is an important 
protective factor for their children, especially for single mothers (LeCuyer, Christensen, Kreher, 
Kearney, & Kitzman, 2015; Murry, Bynum, Brody, Willert, & Stephens, 2001). African 
American mothers tend to be stricter, with a higher level of control and monitoring, but at the 
same time, exhibit higher levels of warmth (LeCuyer et al., 2015). Several studies, conducted 
with single African-American mothers, showed higher levels of maternal warmth and monitoring 
when the mother has higher social support (Ceballo & McLoyd, 2002; Miller, McKay, & 
Baptiste, 2007; Taylor, Seaton, & Dominguez, 2008), which then predicts positive child 
outcomes (Gardner & Cutrona, 2004). 
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       The other confounding factors included the mother’s age. Morinis, Carson, and Quigley 
(2013) suggested that the younger mothers predicted a significant adverse effect on their 
children’s verbal abilities. Fall et al. (2015) also implied that children faced adverse effects when 
they have a younger mother. Finally, Jansen, Schmelter, Quaiser-Pohl, Neuburger, and Heil 
(2012) found in their study that boys tend to do better, especially in problem solving. Their 
argument was that boys use different strategies than girls when solving problems. Another study 
by Farrant and Zubrick (2012) showed that gender can be a factor in cognitive functioning in that 
mothers talk less with their sons compared to daughters. In short, since these differences could 
have affected the findings of this study, it was important to control for race, the mother’s age, 
and the children’s gender. 
The Current Study 
The current study was an attempt to fill the gap in research on single mothers by using an 
Interactionist Perspective that included both internal and external factors. Internal factors, in this 
study referred to as social selection, included the mother’s family background and her 
psychosocial resources. On the other hand, external factors, referred to as social causation, 
included the mother’s socioeconomic status, family stress, and parenting quality. These factors 
allowed a better understanding of both the complexities of the individual mothers’ situations as 
well as the external factors that influenced them.  
Another strength of this research was in using a within-group study rather than treating 
single mothers as a homogeneous group. The current study also focused on a particular group of 
single mothers: not-married and non-cohabiting. This approach was important to help understand 
the different life circumstances of these single mothers and how these circumstances may have 
affected them and how they raised their children differently. Finally, another advantage of this 
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study was its focus on high-risk families, for whom a deeper understanding is needed to identify 
protective factors for child cognitive development in order to create a better intervention for 
target groups such as single mothers. The failure of previous literature to examine differences in 
race, which could serve as a protective or a risk factor for single mothers, left another gap in 
knowledge about their circumstances, which heretofore has not been addressed. Therefore, this 
current study took race into account, especially among high-risk single mothers in urban areas.  
Hypothesis 
Based on the literature review, the hypotheses posed for this study were based on two 
main factors: social selection and social causation.  
1) Social selection factors such as the mother’s family background (risk factor) and 
psychosocial resources (protective factors) would be related to the children’s 
cognitive functioning. 	
2) Social causation factors such as socioeconomic status (protective factor), family 
stress (risk factor) and mother’s parenting quality (protective factor) would be 
related to their children’s higher cognitive functioning.  
  
 	 25 
CHAPTER 3: METHODS 
Sample  
The data for this study were taken from Welfare, Children and Families: A Three-City 
Study, a longitudinal study from 1999 to 2005, which focused on the impact of welfare reform on 
families (Winston et al., 1999). For this dissertation, two of the three waves were utilized, the 
first and third collected in 1999 and 2005 when the children were between 0 and 4 years and 5 
and 10 years, respectively. The Three-City Study was a household-based, stratified random-
sample of over 2,000 low-income children and their mothers in low-income neighborhoods in 
Boston, Chicago, and San Antonio. In 1999, over 40,000 households were screened by 
professional, trained interviewers to identify eligible families with a child between the ages of 0 
and 4 or 10 and 14 years of age, with a woman as the primary caregiver. Eighty-two percent 
(82%) of the eligible families agreed to participate in the study, with an overall response rate of 
74%. Wave 2 of the data was collected approximately 16 months following Wave 1, when the 
focal children were between 1 and 6 or 11 and 16 years of age. Eighty-eight percent (88%) of the 
families completed a second interview. Wave 3 of the data collection took place four years later 
in 2005, with 80% of the families from Wave 1 participating in Wave 3. 
This study focused on the younger children who were between 2 and 4 years at Wave 1 
and between 7 and 9 years at Wave 3, whose mothers had never been married to the biological 
father nor were cohabiting with him (n=491). The sample was representative of low-income 
families with children living in low-income neighborhoods in Boston, Chicago, and San 
Antonio. For the purpose of the current study which focused on within group comparisons, only 
households headed by single mothers who had never married and were not currently cohabiting 
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were included.  Due to the low sample size of Non-Hispanic White mothers, the sample was 
further restricted to single mothers who were Hispanic or African American. 
Procedure 
The Three-City Study first sampled census neighborhoods with at least 20% of residents 
below the federal poverty line in 1990. Within these neighborhoods, households below 200% of 
the poverty line were sampled, with an oversample of households below 100% of the poverty 
line. Because one of the goals of the Three-City Study project had been to assess the impact of 
welfare policy and work on children, households were screened for the presence of children. In 
Wave 1, the primary caregiver and one focal child were selected from the eligible households to 
complete cognitive assessments and in-person interviews. The mothers completed two-hour 
interviews regarding themselves, their families, households, and children. Demographics, such as 
race, income, and family structure, were collected from the mothers completing the survey. In 
Wave 3, the focal children were between 7 and 9 years.  
Measures 
Five overarching constructs were incorporated in the conceptual model (Figure 1) to 
answer the study hypotheses: the Mother’s Family Background, Psychological Resources, 
Socioeconomic Status, Family Stress, and Parenting Quality. These constructs were developed 
based on an Interactionist Perspective which considered both social selection and social 
causation. As mentioned in the literature review, social selection is used to explain how 
individual differences, including the family background, the psychosocial resources, and the 
socioeconomic status of the single mothers, would reflect their ability to process family stress, 
predict parenting quality, and improve their children’s cognitive functioning. Social selection 
factors were measured from Wave 1 when the children were 0 to 4 years old. Social causation, as 
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noted in the previous chapter, incorporated two models: the Family Stress Model and the Family 
Investment Model. Social causation described the effects of socioeconomic status on family 
stress processes and the parenting quality of the single mothers, which ultimately promoted their 
children’s cognitive functioning. Social causation factors were measured from Wave 1 when the 
children were 0 to 4 years old, while the children’s cognitive functioning was measured at Wave 
3 when the children were 5 to 10 years old. A description of each of these constructs follows. 
Social Selection Factors, Wave 1 
Mother’s Family Background.  
Three variables were used to measure the mother’s family background: the maternal 
grandmother’s and grandfather’s education, and their welfare participation. These three variables 
were used to indicate positive family background.  
Maternal Grandmother and Grandfather’s Education. The parents’ education was 
reported by the mother regarding both her mother’s and father’s education level. The item stated, 
“What is the highest grade that your mother completed?”  The responses were coded with 0 
representing no education to kindergarten, 1 representing less than or completed high school 
education, and 2 representing beyond high school education for the grandmother’s and 
grandfather’s education separately.   
Maternal Grandparents’ Welfare Participation. In addition, the maternal grandparents’ 
welfare participation and experiences were included. This item stated, “From your birth to age 
16, did your family ever receive public assistance as welfare, public aid, Food Stamps, WIC 
(Women, Infant and Children Nutrition program) or SSI (Supplemental Security Income).” To 
indicate maternal childhood welfare participation, “No” was recoded as 1, and “Yes” was 
recoded as 0.   
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Mother’s Psychosocial Resources.  
Three composite variables were used as indicators of the mother’s psychosocial 
resources, including self-esteem, collective neighborhood efficacy, and perceived social 
networks.  
Maternal Self-Esteem. Developed by Rosenberg (1965) and known to have adequate 
reliability and validity (Blascovich & Tomaka, 1991), this scale (α=.74) was used to assess eight 
items, which were measured using a Likert-type scale, from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly 
agree). Respondents were given statements and asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed 
or disagreed with it. Examples included (a) I take a positive attitude toward myself. (b) All in all, 
I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. (c) On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. (d) I feel I 
don’t have much to be proud of. (e) I’m a person of worth, at least on an equal basis with others. 
(f) At times, I feel that I am no good at all. (g) I wish I could have more respect for myself. (h) I 
feel I am able to do things as well as most other people. A higher score indicated higher self-
esteem. 
Neighborhood Collective Efficacy. This scale is similar to Robert Sampson’s Collective 
Efficacy Scale (see Sampson et al., 1997). On this scale, the mothers were asked a series of 
questions with four category responses, from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Example items 
were “How likely is it that your neighbors would do something about children who were skipping 
school and hanging out on a street corner?” and “How likely is it that your neighbors would do 
something about children who were showing disrespect to an adult?” The scales were from 
1=very unlikely to 5=very likely. The nine items were then summed with a higher score 
indicating higher neighborhood collective efficacy (α = .87).  
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Social Support. This scale is defined by the individual’s perceptions of resource 
availability (Thoits, 1995). In the present study, perceived social support referred to perceptions 
of the single mothers regarding emotional and instrumental support. Emotional support was 
measured with a single item. Respondents were asked to indicate how many people they could 
count on to listen to their problems when they were feeling low. Instrumental support was 
measured as the mean response to three items (α = .78). Respondents were asked to indicate how 
many people they could count on (a) to take care of their children when they were not around, 
(b) to help them with small favors, and (c) to loan them money in case of an emergency. 
Response categories for all support items were coded as 0 = no one, 1 = too few people, and 2 = 
enough people. These measures have also been used in previous research to predict 
psychological distress (Durden, Hill, & Angel, 2007; Hill, Kaplan, French, & Johnson, 2010). 
Prior to computing the mean, all items were reverse scored so that higher scores indicated greater 
perceived social support. 
Social Causation Factors, Wave 1 
Mother’s Socioeconomic Status.  
The mother’s socioeconomic status included family income, the mother’s education, 
employment, and welfare participation.  
Family Income. At each wave of the survey, family income was assessed during the two-
hour interview with the mothers. They were asked to give their previous month’s income before 
taxes and deductions. They not only reported how much they made in one month but also the 
source of the income. Sources included unemployment insurance, food stamps, SSI, cash welfare 
income, child support payments, social security disability, worker’s compensation/other 
disability, social security retirement or survivor payments, other pension or retirement income, 
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income from relatives, income from friends, and other sources of income. To calculate the 
mothers’ total household income, a composite score of the sum of the total sources was created; 
higher scores indicate higher income.  
Mother's Education. The mothers were asked “What is the highest degree or certificate 
you hold?” Her education was coded from 1 to 8, in which 1 indicated no degree to 8th grade, and 
8 indicated a bachelor’s degree or higher.  
Maternal Employment. Third, the mothers were asked a series of questions about 
employment. For example, “How many hours did you work at this activity last week?” The 
actual hours of employment were recorded as a continuous variable. 
Maternal Welfare Participation. The mothers were asked a series of questions during 
Wave 1 about their use of welfare in the past 24 months.  Some of the questions were “Are you 
[or Child] now receiving Food Stamps/ Medicaid/WIC/SSI/TANF?” and “Have you [or Child] 
received Food Stamps/ Medicaid/WIC/SSI/TANF?” These items were coded to represent “No” 
participation as 1, and “Yes” as 0.   
Family Stress.  
Three scales were used to measure family stress, including the mother’s stress, financial 
strain, and psychosocial distress. These scales then were used as a composite variable to 
represent family stress. 
Parenting Stress. Similar to scales in New Chance (Quint, Bos, & Polit 1997), the 
mothers reported on their positive and negative feelings about being a parent, using seven items 
to measure their parenting stress (α=.75). Sample items included “Sometimes [ my child/ren] 
really bothers or annoy me” and “I don’t have as much patience with [my child/ren] as I 
should.” The score was from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). These seven items were 
 	 31 
used to create a composite. Based on the questions, some of the items then were reverse coded so 
the higher scores indicated higher stress.  
Financial Strain. For each wave of the survey, financial strain was assessed during the 
two-hour interview with the mothers. They were asked 15 questions related to the financial strain 
that they were currently facing. They then reported on their perceived financial strain using five 
items from the Making Ends Meet Scale (Conger et al., 1994) and the Financial Strain Scale 
(McLoyd et al., 1994). Sample items included “How often does your household have to borrow 
money to pay bills?”, “How often does your household put off buying something you need 
because you don't have money?” and “How often can your household afford to do things just for 
fun like going to the movies or eating out?” The scales were 1=never, 2=rarely, 3=occasionally, 
4=frequently and 5=all the time. Some of the items were recoded, depending on the questions, 
with a higher score indicating a higher financial strain. The mean of the standardized items was 
used in this analysis (α=.72). This scale would load in a negative direction on the maternal well-
being latent construct. 
Mother’s Psychosocial Distress. Next, the Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI-18) developed 
by Derogatis (2000) was used to measure the mother's psychological distress.  This inventory 
includes 18 items designed to measure the mother's depression, anxiety, and somatization by 
indicating how much she was bothered during the past 7 days by “feeling no interest in things,” 
“feeling tense or keyed up,” “experiencing nausea or upset stomach,” etc. Responses were 
coded as 1=not at all, 2=a little bit, 3=moderately, 4=quite a bit, or 5=extremely. Items were 
averaged, with a higher score indicating higher maternal mental health problems (α Wave 
1=.91). This scale will load in a negative direction on the maternal well-being latent construct. 
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Mother’s Parenting Quality.  
The mother’s positive parenting was utilized, including the home environment, both from 
the mother’s and the interviewer's report. These variables then were created as a composite 
variable to represent the mother’s parenting quality. 
Positive Parenting.  Positive parenting for this study was calculated by taking the mean 
score of 17 items that represented authoritative parenting (α=.70). Examples of the questions are 
“I give [CHILD] a chance to explain [his/her] side before punishing [him/her],” and “I expect 
[CHILD] to be quiet and respectful when adults are around.” The scale for these questions is 
from 1 (definitely true) to 4 (definitely false). Based on the questions, some of the items then 
were reverse coded, so the higher score indicates positive parenting.  
    Home Environment. Next, the home environment was assessed through the mother and 
interviewer reports, using items from the age-appropriate versions of the Home Observation for 
Measurement of the Environment-Short Form (HOME-SF; Center for Human Resource 
Research, 1993). Each item on the HOME-SF was scored dichotomously to indicate the presence 
or absence of a developmentally supportive aspect in the child's home environment. For 
developmental appropriateness, the number and wording of the items differed depending on the 
child’s age (9 items for infants/toddlers, e.g., “How often do you read stories to child?”; 14 items 
for younger children, e.g., “Have you or another family member helped (child) to learn 
numbers?” Scores were summed, age-standardized, and converted into standard scores. The 
short form of the HOME has been found to have adequate validity in low-income and ethnically 
diverse samples (Bradley, Corwyn, Pipes McAdoo, & Garcia Coll, 2001). 
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Cognitive Functioning, Wave 3 
The main focus for child outcomes in this study was the child’s cognitive functioning. 
The children’s cognitive functioning was measured in each wave of the main survey using direct 
assessments by field interviewers. The Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery–Revised 
Letter-Word Identification and Applied Problems subtests were administered to each focal child 
to assess their reading and math skills, respectively (Woodcock & Mather, 1989, 1990; 
Woodcock & Munoz-Sandoval, 1996). The two subsets in this battery are the letter-word 
identification and applied problems. The letter-word identification (α=.84) is a measure of word 
identification skills such as pronouncing the words correctly. The applied problems (α=.87) were 
used to test the children’s ability in mathematics such as comprehending the nature of problems, 
identifying relevant information, and performing simple calculations (Woodcock, 1977; 
Woodcock & Johnson, 1989; Woodcock & Munoz-Sandoval, 1996). This study utilized the raw 
scores of the children’s reading and math scores at Wave 3 as the primary outcome variables of 
interest. The same cognitive functioning measures at Wave 1 were included in the analyses. 
Covariates 
The covariates of race and children’s gender were included in the analyses. Race was 
coded African American = 1 and Hispanic = 0 (omitted reference group). A value of 1 represents 
membership in a group and a value of 0 represents non-membership. A single question asked the 
child's gender, with males coded 1 and females coded 0. The mother’s age was recorded based 
on her actual age (by year). 
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Analytic Approach 
All analyses of the data were run in SPSS 21.0.  First, descriptive statistics were utilized 
to provide information on the covariates and study variables of the sample (See Table 1). Next, 
Pearson Product Moment Correlations were assessed using all the study variables (See Table 2). 
Finally, to test the hypotheses, hierarchical regressions were conducted to test the risk and 
protective factors that single mother families have on the cognitive functioning of their 
childr(ren) (both letter-word identification and applied problems).  
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CHAPTER 4:  RESULTS 
Demographics 
 The sample for this study consisted of households headed by single mothers who had 
never been married nor were cohabiting with a partner at the time of the data collection. The 
larger sample was representative of low-income families with children living in low-income 
neighborhoods in Boston, Chicago, and San Antonio from 1999 to 2005. Of these, the sample for 
this study included 491 mothers with children ages 2 to 5 years in Wave 1. The children were 
50.9% male and 49.1% female. The highest percentage of children were three years of age 
(35.2%), followed by two years of age (33.8%), four years of age (27.1%), and five years of age 
(3.9%). The mothers’ ages were also recorded in this study with 20.8% being 21 years old or 
younger and the majority (98%) less than 40.  As seen in Table 1, the largest proportion of 
mothers was Hispanic (48.7%), with the remaining mothers in the sample being non-Hispanic 
African American (51.3%).  
 The mothers in this study were also asked about the education levels of their parents. Just 
over six percent (6.2%) of their mothers had attended kindergarten or had no education at all. 
Approximately 3 out of 4 grandmothers (75.2%) reported that their mother had completed high 
school. On the other hand, 7.5% of the fathers had attended only kindergarten or had no 
education at all, while once again approximately 3 out of 4 grandfathers (76.3%) had completed 
high school with 16.2% being educated beyond high school, compared to 18.6% for mothers. 
The mothers in the study were also asked about their participation in public assistance in their 
childhood, with just over half of the mothers (56.2 %) saying they had received public assistance 
as a child.   
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Correlations 
 As shown in Table 2, several bivariate correlations were found between the children’s 
cognitive functioning in middle childhood and the Mother’s Family Background, Mother’s 
Psychosocial Resources, Mother’s Socioeconomic Status, Mother’s Stress, and Mother’s 
Parenting Quality. Specifically, the children’s applied problems in middle childhood were 
statistically and significantly related to the mother’s education (r =.15, p < .01) and positive 
parenting (r =.12, p < .05).  It was also found that, the children’s letter words in middle 
childhood were statistically and significantly related to the grandfather’s education (r =.15, p < 
.05), mother’s income (r =.13, p < .05, mother’s education (r =.14, p < .01), mother’s 
employment (r =>12, p < .05), and positive parenting (r =.14 , p < .01). Finally, the children’s 
applied problems (r =.11, p < .05) and letter words (r =.42, p < .01) were found to be stable over 
time. 
Hierarchical Regression Analyses 
As mentioned in the analytical procedure, the hypotheses were tested using hierarchical 
regression analyses. Seven hierarchical multiple regressions were conducted with two sets of 
models run for cognitive functioning separately: applied problem (See Table 3) and letter-word 
identification (See Table 4). The covariates were entered in Model 1 of the regression to control 
for the caregiver’s age, child’s race and gender. The mother’s family background was entered in 
Model 2, including the mother’s maternal and paternal education, and the mother’s history of 
welfare use. The mother’s psychosocial resources, which included self-esteem, neighborhood 
collective efficacy, and perceived social support, were entered in Model 3. In Model 4, the 
mother’s socioeconomic status variables (income, education, employment, and welfare use) were 
entered.  In the next step, Model 5, family stress variables such as the mother’s stress, financial 
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strain, and psychosocial distress were added. Next, the mother’s parenting quality variables 
consisting of parenting quality and the home environment were added to Model 6. Finally, 
cognitive functioning in early childhood was added to Model 6, to see if the results held while 
controlling for previous cognitive functioning. These steps were repeated in the same order with 
letter-word identification as the dependent variable.  
Cognitive Functioning: Applied Problems 
As displayed in Table 3, the hierarchical regression revealed that in Model 1, the 
covariates did not contribute significantly to the regression model F (3,487) = 1.35, p=.26. 
However, Model 2, when the maternal grandmother and grandfather’s education and family of 
origin-history-of-welfare-use were included, the maternal family of origin constructs 
significantly contributed to the model ∆F (6, 484) =2.25, p=.04.  The result showed that Hispanic 
children in the study were more likely to have higher cognitive functioning than the African 
American ones (ß = .10, p=.43). Also, it was reported that if the grandfather was more educated, 
the higher the score of the applied problem ß = .11, p=.04. Adding maternal psychosocial 
resources to the regression model, in Model 3, however, changed the significance of the model to 
be less, ∆F (9, 481) = 1.83, p=.06. However, being Hispanic (ß =.10, p=.04) and the 
grandfather’s education (ß = .10, p=.04) remained statistically significant for the child’s higher 
cognitive functioning. Model 4 reported that maternal socioeconomic status significantly 
contributed to the model ∆F (13, 477) = 2.16, p=.01. At this point, race remained significant (ß = 
.13, p=.01) while the grandfather’s education (ß= .09, p=.06) was trending. However, it was 
reported that the mother’s level of education was marginally significant in predicting cognitive 
functioning (ß =.10, p=.06).  
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 In the next model, Model 5, measures of family stress were added, including the 
mother’s stress, financial strain, and psychosocial distress. Model 5 shows that ∆F (16, 474) = 
1.81, p=.03. Race remained significant (ß= 1.30, p=.01) and the mother’s education was also 
significant (ß=.10, p=.05).  When measures of the home environment and parenting were added 
in Model 6, the R2 significantly increased by .02 from 0.58, with p=0.10, ∆F (19, 471) =1.95, 
p=.010. Once again race still held as significant (ß=.15, p=.003), and the mother’s positive 
parenting was found to be significant (ß=.10, p=.03). Finally, in Model 7, cognitive functioning 
from early childhood was entered to see if the results held when a developmental lagged model 
was tested. In this model, ∆F (20,470) =2.09, p=.004, only race (ß=.20, p=.002) and the 
standardized score (ß=.10, p=.03) were significant.  The mother’s positive parenting remained 
marginally significant (ß=.90, p=.06).  
Cognitive Functioning: Letter-word Identification. 
As shown in Table 4, the study constructs were entered in similar models in the previous 
model. All of the models (from 1-7) were found to be significant. Model 1, the R2 shows that the 
covariates predicted letter-word identification by 1.7% and remained the same until Model 4 
when it increased to 3.3%, the highest R2 for the whole model. The first Model (F (3, 487) =3.74, 
p=.01) shows that only race was significant (ß=1.73, p=.02). In the second Model, although it is 
significant (∆F (6, 484) =2.45, p=.02), only race remained significant (ß = .11, p=.02) when 
family of origin constructs were added. The third Model, the ∆F was significant (9, 481) =1.92, 
p=.05, and race remained significant (ß=.12, p=.01).  
In Model 4, (∆F (13, 477) =1.83, p=.06), when the mother’s socioeconomic status 
constructs were added, race remained significant (ß=.15, p=.002), and the mother’s education 
was also found to be significant (ß=.15, p=.004). After adding measures of family stress to the 
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analysis in Model 5 (∆F (16, 474) =1.90, p=.02), only race (ß=.15, p=.002) and the mother’s 
education (ß=.15, p=.003) remained significant. 
 Model 6 (∆F (19, 471) =1.85, p=.02) added parenting quality and found that race (ß=.15, 
p=.003), the mother’s education (ß=.14, p=.01), and positive parenting (ß=.10, p=.04) were 
significant in predicting the child’s letter-word identification. Once again, in Model 7, cognitive 
functioning from early childhood was entered into the model to see if the results held when a 
developmental lagged model was tested. Finally, when adding the Woodcock-Johnson Letter-
Word Identification score from early childhood to the final Model (∆F (20, 470) =1.76, p=.02), 
three constructs remained statistically significant [race (ß=.15, p=.003), the mother’s education 
(ß=.14, p=.01) and positive parenting quality (ß=.10, p=.04)].  
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 
The central contribution of this study was to extend the theory of the Interactionist 
Perspective in identifying risk and protective factors for a within-group of single mothers as 
proposed by Taylor and Conger (2014). This study extends the literature by identifying the 
differences in circumstances either external or internal that may be risk or protective factors in a 
specific group of single mothers: single mothers without any partner in the household. As 
mentioned in the literature review, Coley et al. (2011) indicated that paternal parenting is 
consistently correlated with children’s cognitive skills across all cultures/ethnicities. By focusing 
on single mothers without any father figure in the household, factors that protect these high-risk 
families could be identified. This study also focused on the cognitive functioning of the child as 
compared to most studies on single mothers, which have focused on social aspects and behavior 
problems of their children (e.g., Fomby & Osborne, 2016; Thomson & McLanahan, 2012).  
Raising a child or children alone can be very overwhelming, especially when the single 
mothers have to wear different hats to provide for their children (Berkman, Zheng, Glymour, 
Avendano, Börsch-Supan, & Sabbath, 2015; Elliot, Powell, & Brenton, 2013). Based on the 
results of this investigation, three factors were shown to significantly affect children’s cognitive 
functioning: their race, the mother’s level of education, and positive parenting. Hispanic children 
had higher cognitive functioning scores than African-Americans in this high risk, single-mother 
sample. Moreover, few studies have compared Hispanic and African American families living in 
urban poverty. Most of the literature suggests that Hispanic children compared to non-Hispanic 
Caucasian children living in single-parent homes tend to fair worse than their White counterparts 
(e.g., Damaske, Bratter, & Frech, 2016; Frech & Damaske, 2012). More research is needed to 
understand how these factors may play out in minority samples only. These results may be 
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explained, as mentioned in the literature review, according to the concept of “familism” or “La 
familismo” in that the collectivist Hispanic culture may predict better child outcomes (Almeida, 
Molnar, Kawachi, & Subramanian, 2009; Campos, Ullman, Aguilera, & Dunkel Schetter, 2014). 
Thus, a sense of collective family belongingness in Latino culture has been linked to children’s 
cognitive functioning (Arellanes, 2015). However, research has yet to address how this concept 
plays out in Latino households headed by women only. 
The next protective factor found was the mother’s education. Especially in children’s 
letter-word identification, the mother’s education remained significant in predicting cognitive 
functioning, parallel to previous literature (Carneiro et al., 2013; Chevalier et al., 2013; Dubow 
et al., 2009; Noble et al., 2015). Dubow et al. (2009) especially pointed out that children’s 
literacy is strongly correlated with their parents’ education, which can be explained by that fact 
that mothers with a higher education may be able to help teach their children more and be able to 
read to them. A recent study by Obradović, Yousafzai, Finc, and Rasheed (2016) found that 
maternal scaffolding plays a major role in verbal intelligence and executive function composite 
skills for children at an early age. Their finding was supported by that of Di Cesare, Sabates, and 
Lewin (2013), which suggested that maternal education has positive effects on their child’s 
cognitive development.   
In the current study, positive parenting as defined by maternal warmth and control over 
their children was also found to increase cognitive functioning in this high-risk sample. As 
mentioned in the literature review, parenting warmth in early childhood is among the most 
important predictors of positive child outcome across cultures (Mesman et al., 2012). For 
example, Matsudaira (2016) in a study revealed that children who had been praised more often 
had better memory and stress-handling skills, as well as a higher intelligence or IQ. A parent’s 
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ability to regulate her emotions and behaviors is important for facilitating children’s healthy 
development (Crockenberg & Leerkes, 2000). This study found a similar result to Hoff’s (2009) 
that suggested that parent-child language interactions in the home are particularly important in 
early childhood, and have been related to children’s later vocabulary and complexity of language 
development. 
Another finding of this study is the significant difference between the two measures of 
cognitive functioning: applied problems and letter-word identification. The finding show that 
mother’s education was one of the important factors in improving child letter-word 
identification, but not for the child’s applied problems. A possible explanation is that an educated 
mother realizes the importance of education and thus invests time for her children to focus on it, 
based on the family investment theory. It could also be that educated mothers are more equipped 
to help their children develop cognitively (e.g., read to their children and help them with 
homework) whereas mothers with a lower education may not be able to help their children with 
these tasks.  
Sitting down to read to their children is not the only way to help them develop more 
vocabulary, these mothers can also engage in conversation with them Further, Farrant and 
Zubrick (2012) suggested that parent education is an important variable for predicting a child’s 
language development. By being engaged in complex conversation, children will develop better 
cognitive functioning. On the other hand, the applied problems model shows that positive 
parenting is more important than maternal education, possibly because positive parenting creates 
a better environment for children to explore and use different strategies in solving problems. 
Positive parenting such as displaying warmth and responsiveness to their children can lower their 
stress level and enable them to learn better. Suor, Sturge-Apple, Davies, Cicchetti, and Manning 
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(2015) found that the cortisol level (the hormone that regulates stress) is higher in children with 
lower cognitive functioning when they are four years old. 
This study helped to fill the gap in research on single mothers by using the Interactionist 
Perspective. Especially with this high-risk sample, where there were multiple risk factors that 
might affect families of single mothers, it is important to identify the protective factors that can 
help them. The Interactionist Perspective helps to identify external and internal factors 
simultaneously. The other gap filled by this study was in conducting a within-group study since 
other studies have overlooked the many different circumstances in which single mothers find 
themselves and in which they raise their children. The current study specifically focused on 
single mothers with no partner in the household. Finally, this study identified protective factors 
for child’s cognitive development in high-risk, single-mother families. Most studies on single 
mothers have focused on behavioral problems for children (e.g., Fomby & Osborne, 2016; 
Thomson & McLanahan, 2012). As mentioned earlier, research has established that early 
cognitive development is an important indicator of developmental health and will be an 
important trajectory to their later educational and occupational attainment (Barham, Macours, & 
Maluccio, 2013; Cheng & Furnham, 2012). 
Limitations of the Study and Future Research 
The current investigation is not without limitations. For example, the original 
Interactionist perspective model proposed to study single mothers, by Taylor and Conger (2014), 
included the mother’s developmental history as characterized by her genetic vulnerabilities and 
childhood negative events. However, the Three-City Study did not contain this information. 
Genetic vulnerabilities and childhood negative events are a good trajectory for understanding a 
mother’s dispositional characteristics, which that may affect the results differently (Taylor & 
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Conger, 2014). Plominm Haworth et al. (2013) also suggested that cognitive abilities are 
inheritable. Since we do not have the data, it is hard to test this theory since the study found that 
common DNA markers account for more than half of the genetic influence, particularly on 
cognitive abilities. Another factor that was not addressed in this study was the use of preschool 
and public school assistance programs. Indeed, research shows that children of families with 
lower incomes benefited from Early Head Start (Love, Chazan-Cohen, Raikes, & Brooks-Gunn, 
2013) and Head Start (Lee, Zhai, Brooks-Gunn, Wen-Jui Han, & Waldfogel, 2013). However, 
subsequent changes may have impacted families and children.  
For future research, a more comprehensive dataset that includes the mother’s genetic and 
family-of-origin background might offer a better understanding of the internal and external 
factors that can be protective for single-mother families. Another aspect that should be 
considered is that even though parenting classes and programs created to educate parents have 
been introduced and implemented, the families who need them the most are still struggling to 
meet their needs. It may be a time constraint since they are single mothers and may not have the 
resources (e.g., time, money for a babysitter while attending a program, transportation). Of 
course, this is speculation, so future research should address this issue to learn the factors that 
interfere with their attending these programs. 
Conclusion 
In conclusion, it is hoped that this study can be a good start for intervention and/or a 
prevention program for single mothers who do not have a partner in the household. It is hard 
enough to be the sole caregiver and the sole breadwinner, as other external and internal risk 
factors can reduce single mothers’ ability to parent and may ultimately affect their children. 
Programs specifically focused on improving single mothers’ education and parenting education 
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to promote a positive parenting style seem to be the key for high-risk families, especially with a 
single mother as head of the household.  
  
 	 46 
REFERENCES 
Almeida, J., Molnar, B. E., Kawachi, I., & Subramanian, S. V. (2009). Ethnicity and nativity 
status as determinants of perceived social support: Testing the concept of familism. Social 
Science & Medicine, 68(10), 1852-1858. doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2009.02.029 
Amato, P. R. (2001). The consequences of divorce for adults and children. In R. M. Milardo, 
(Ed.), Understanding families into the new millennium: A decade in review (pp. 488-506). 
Lawrence, KS: National Council on Family Relations.  
Amato, P. R., & Anthony, C. J. (2014). Estimating the effects of parental divorce and death with 
fixed effects models. Journal of Marriage and Family, 76(2), 370-386. 
doi:10.1111/jomf.12100 
Ananat, E. O., & Michaels, G. (2008). The effect of marital breakup on the income distribution 
of women with children. Journal of Human Resources, 43(3), 611-629. 
doi:10.3368/jhr.43.3.611 
Arditti, J., Burton, L., & Neeves-Botelho, S. (2010). Maternal distress and parenting in the 
context of cumulative disadvantage. Family Process, 49(2), 142-164. doi:10.1111/j.1545-
5300.2010.01315.x 
Arellanes, J. A. (2015). The examination of Latino youth education through ecological factors in 
north central Indiana (unpublished master’s thesis), University of Colorado, Denver. 
Bachman, H. J., Levine Coley, R., & Chase-Lansdale,L. (2009). Is maternal marriage beneficial 
for low-income adolescents? Applied Developmental Science, 13(4), 153-171. 
doi:10.1080/10888690903287633 
Baker, M., Gruber, J., & Milligan, K. (2008). Universal child care, maternal labor supply, and 
family well-being. Journal of Political Economy, 116, 709-745. doi:10.3386/w11832 
 	 47 
Bann, C. M., Wallander, J. L., Do, B., Thorsten, V., Pasha, O. Biasini, F. J., . . . & Carlo, W. A. 
(2016). Home-based early intervention and the influence of family resources on cognitive 
development. Pediatrics, 137(4). doi:10.1542/peds.2015-3766 
Barham, T., Macours, K., & Maluccio, J. A. (2013). Boys' cognitive skill formation and physical 
growth: Long-term experimental evidence on critical ages for early childhood 
interventions. The American Economic Review, 103(3), 467-471. 
http://dx.doi.org/!0.1257/aer. 103.3.467 
Barker, E. D., Jaffee, S. R., Uher, R., & Maughan, B. (2011). The contribution of prenatal and 
postnatal maternal anxiety and depression to child maladjustment. Depression and Anxiety, 
28(8), 696-702. doi:10.1002/da.20856 
Baumrind, D. (1991). The influence of parenting style on adolescent competence and substance 
use. The Journal of Early Adolescence, 11(1), 56-95. doi:10.1177/0272431691111004 
Beck, A. N., Cooper, C. E., McLanahan, S., & Brooks-Gunn, J. (2010). Partnership transitions 
and maternal parenting. Journal of Marriage and Family, 72(2), 219–233. 
doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00695.x 
Bennett, I. M., Schott, W., Krutikova, S., & Behrman, J. R. (2015). Maternal mental health, and 
child growth and development, in four low-income and middle-income countries. Journal of 
Epidemiology and Community Health. 70(2), 168-173. doi:10.1136/jech-2014-205311 
Berkman, L. F., Zheng, Y., Glymour, M. M., Avendano, M., Börsch-Supan, A., & Sabbath, E. L. 
(2015). Mothering alone: Cross-national comparisons of later-life disability and health 
among women who were single mothers. Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health. 
69(9), 865-872. doi:10.1136/jech-2014-205149 
 	 48 
Bjørnebekk, A., Siqveland, T. S., Haabrekke, K., Moe, V., Slinning, K., Fjell, A. M., & 
Walhovd, K. B. (2015). Development of children born to mothers with mental health 
problems: subcortical volumes and cognitive performance at 4½ years. European Child & 
Adolescent Psychiatry, 24(1), 115-118. doi:10.1007/s00787-014-0625-9 
Blascovich, J., & Tomaka, J. (1991). Measures of self-esteem. In J. P. Robinson, P. R.Shaver, & 
L. S. Wrightsman, Measures of personality and social psychological attitudes, Vol. 1 
(pp.115-160). San Diego: Academic Press. 
Bradley, R. H., & Corwyn, R. F. (2002). Socioeconomic status and child development. Annual 
Review of Psychology, 53(1), 371-399. doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.53.100901.135233 
Bradley, R. H., Corwyn, R. F., McAdoo, H. P., & García Coll, C. (2001). The home 
environments of children in the United States Part I: Variations by age, ethnicity, and 
poverty status. Child Development, 72(6), 1844-1867. doi:0.1111/1467-8624.t01-1-00382 
Brady, D., & Burroway, R. (2012). Targeting, universalism, and single-mother poverty: A 
multilevel analysis across 18 affluent democracies. Demography, 49(2), 719-746. 
doi:10.1007/s 13524-012-0094-z 
Bzostek, S. (2008). Social fathers and child well-being. Journal of Marriage and Family, 70(4), 
950-961. doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2008.00538.x 
Cabrera, N. J., Fagan, J., & Farrie, D. (2008). Explaining the long reach of fathers’  
prenatal involvement on later paternal engagement. Journal of Marriage and Family, 
70(5), 1094-1107. doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2008.00551.x 
Campos, B., Ullman, J. B., Aguilera, A., & Dunkel Schetter, C. (2014). Familism and 
psychological health: The intervening role of closeness and social support. Cultural 
Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 20(2), 191. doi:10.1037/a0034094 
 	 49 
Cardoso, J. B., Padilla, Y. C., & Sampson, M. (2010). Racial and ethnic variation in the 
predictors of maternal parenting stress. Journal of Social Service Research, 36(5), 429-444. 
doi:10.1080/01488376.2010.510948 
Carneiro, P., Meghir, C., & Parey, M. (2013). Maternal education, home environments, and the 
development of children and adolescents. Journal of the European Economic Association, 
11(Suppl. 1), 123-160. doi:10.1111/j.1542-4774.2012.01096.x 
Carolan, B. V., & Wasserman, S. J. (2015). Does parenting style matter? Concerted cultivation, 
educational expectations, and the transmission of educational advantage. Sociological 
Perspectives, 58(2), 168-186. doi:10.1177/0731121414562967 
Ceballo, R., & McLoyd, V. C. (2002). Social support and parenting in poor, dangerous 
neighborhoods. Child Development, 73(4), 1310–1321. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-
8624.00473 
Chatterji, P., Markowitz, S., & Brooks-Gunn, J. (2011). Early maternal work and family well-
being (NBER Working Paper No. 17212). Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic 
Research. doi:10.3386/w17212 
Cheng, H., & Furnham, A. (2012). Childhood cognitive ability, education, and personality traits 
predict attainment in adult occupational prestige over 17 years. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior, 81(2), 218-226. doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2012.07.005 
Cherlin, A. J. (2010). The marriage-go-round: The state of marriage and the family in America 
today. New York: Alfred A. Knopf. 
Chevalier, A., Harmon, C., O’Sullivan, V., & Walker, I. (2013). The impact of parental income 
and education on the schooling of their children. IZA Journal of Labor Economics, 2(1), 1-
22. doi:10.1186/2193-8997-2-8 
 	 50 
Chung, G. H., Lee, H., Lee, J., & Lee, K. (2015). A mediational model of school involvement, 
knowledge about a child’s school life, and parental efficacy among South Korean mothers. 
Journal of Child and Family Studies, 24(4), 899-908. doi:10.1007/s10826-014-9900-0 
Ciciolla, L., Gerstein, E. D., & Crnic, K. A. (2014). Reciprocity among maternal distress, child 
behavior, and parenting: Transactional processes and early childhood risk. Journal of 
Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology, 43(5), 751-764. 
doi:10.1080/15374416.2013.812038 
Coelli, M. B. (2011). Parental job loss and the education enrollment of youth. Labour 
Economics, 18(1), 25-35. doi:10.1016/J.LABECO.2010.04.015 
Coley, R. L., Lewin-Bizan, S., & Carrano, J. (2011). Does early paternal parenting promote low-
income children’s long-term cognitive skills? Journal of Family Issues. 32, 1522-1542. 
doi:10.1177/0192513X11402175 
Conger, R. D., Conger, K. J., & Martin, M. J. (2010). Socioeconomic status, family processes, 
and individual development. Journal of Marriage and Family, 72, 685-704. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00725.x 
Conger, R. D., & Donnellan, M. B. (2007). An Interactionist perspective on the socioeconomic 
context of human development. Annual Review of Psychology, 58, 175-199. 
doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.58.110405.085551 
Conger, R.D., Ge, X., Elder Jr., G.H., Lorenz, F.O., & Simons. R.L. Economic stress, coercive 
family process, and developmental problems of adolescents. Child Development, 65 
(1994), 541–561. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.1994.tb00768.x 
Conti, G., & Heckman, J. J. (2014). Economics of child well-being.  In A. Ben-Arieh, F. Casas, 
I. Frones, & J. E. Korbin, (Eds.), Handbook of child well-being theories:Methods and 
 	 51 
policies in global perspective (pp. 363-401). Dordrecht, Netherlands: Springer. 
doi:10.1007/978-90-481-9063-8_21 
Corak, M. (2012). Inequality from generation to generation: The United States in comparison. In 
R. S. Rycroft, The economics of inequality, poverty, and discrimination in the 21st century 
(pp. 107-126). Santa Barbara: Praeger. 
Cox, A., Puckering, C., Pound, A., & Mills, M. (1987). The impact of maternal depression in 
young children. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 28(6), 917–929. 
doi:10.1111/j.1469-7610.1987.tb00679.x 
Crockenberg, S., & Leerkes, E. (2000). Infant social and emotional development in family 
context. In C. H. Zeanah, Jr. (Ed.), Handbook of infant mental health (2nd ed., pp. 60-90). 
New York: Guilford Press. 
Currie, J., & Thomas, D. (1999). Early test scores, socioeconomic status and future outcomes 
(NBER Working Paper No. 6943). Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic 
Research. doi:10.3386/w6943 
Damaske, S., Bratter, J. L, & Frech, A. (2016) Single mother families and employment, race, and 
poverty in changing economic times, Social Science Research (in press) 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2016.08.008 
Davis, E. E., & Jefferys, M. (2007). Child care subsidies, low-wage work and economic 
development. International Journal of Economic Development, 9(3), 122-158. Retrieved 
from http://search.proquest.com/docview/236122761?accountid=10906 
Davis-Kean, P. E. (2005). The influence of parent education and family income on child 
achievement: The indirect role of parental expectations and the home environment. Journal 
of Family Psychology, 19(2), 294. doi:10.1037/0893-3200.19.2.294 
 	 52 
De Graaf, N. D., De Graaf, P. M. & Kraaykamp, G. (2000). Parental cultural capital and 
educational attainment in the Netherlands: A refinement of the cultural capital perspective. 
Sociology of Education 73(2), 92–111. doi:10.2307/2673239. 
Derauf, C., Pandey, D., Liesinger, J. T., Ryu, E., Ziegenfuss, J. Y., & Juhn, Y. (2015). Cross-
sectional study of perceived neighborhood collective efficacy and risk of ADHD among a 
nationally-representative sample of children. Journal of Epidemiological Research, 2(1), 
71. http://dx.doi.org/10.5430/jer.v2n1p71 
Derogatis, L. (2000). Brief Symptom Inventory 18: Administration, Scoring, and Procedures 
Manual. Minneapolis: National Computer System. 
Di Cesare, M., Sabates, R., & Lewin, K. M. (2013). A double prevention: How maternal 
education can affect maternal mental health, child health and child cognitive 
development. Longitudinal and Life Course Studies, 4(3), 166-179. 
doi:10.14301/llcs.v4i3.233 
Dishion, T. J., & Bullock, B. M. (2002). Parenting and adolescent problem behavior: An 
ecological analysis of the nurturance hypothesis. In J. G. Borkowski, S. L. Ramey, & M. 
Bristol-Power (Eds.), Parenting and the child's world: Influences on academic, intellectual, 
and social-emotional development. Monographs in parenting (pp. 231-249). Mahwah, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum. 
  Donnellan, M. B., Conger, K. J., McAdams, K. K., & Neppl, T. K. (2009). Personal 
characteristics and resilience to economic hardship and its consequences: Conceptual issues 
and empirical illustrations. Journal of Personality, 77(6), 1645-1676. doi:10.1111/j.1467-
6494.2009.00596.x 
 	 53 
Dubow, E. F., Boxer, P., Huesmann, L. R. (2009). Long-term effects of parents’ education on 
children’s educational and occupational success: Mediation by family interactions, child 
aggression, and teenage aspirations. Merrill Palmer Quarterly, 55, 224-249. 
doi:10.2307/23096257. 
Duncan, G. J., & Magnuson, K. (2003). Promoting the healthy development of young children. 
In I. V. Sawhill, One percent for the kids: New policies, brighter futures for America’s 
children (pp. 16-39). Washington, DC: Brookings Institute Press. 
Duncan, T. E., Duncan, S. C., & Strycker, L. A. (2013). An introduction to latent variable 
growth curve modeling: Concepts, issues, and application. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 
Durden, E. D., Hill, T. D., & Angel, R. J. (2007). Social demands, social supports, and 
psychological distress among low-income women. Journal of Social and Personal 
Relationships, 24(3), 343-361. doi:10.1177/0265407507077226 
Eckenrode, J., Smith, E. G., McCarthy, M. E., & Dineen, M. (2014). Income inequality and child 
maltreatment in the United States. Pediatrics, 133(3), 454-461. doi:10.1542/peds.2013-
1707 
Elliot, S., Powell, R., & Brenton, J. (2013). Being a good mom: Low-income, black single 
mothers negotiate intensive mothering. Journal of Family Issues, 36(3), 351-370. 
doi:10.1177/0192513X13490279 
Fall, C. H., Sachdev H. S, Osmond C., Restrepo-Mendez, M. C., Victora, C., Martore; R., …& 
Bas, I. (2015). Association between maternal age at childbirth and child and adult 
outcomes in the offspring: A prospective study in five low-income and middle-income 
countries (COHORTS collaboration). The Lancet Global Health, 3 (7), 366-377. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/ S2214-109X(15)00038-8. 
 	 54 
Fiese, B. H., Hammons, A., & Grigsby-Toussaint, D. (2012). Family mealtimes: A contextual 
approach to understanding childhood obesity. Economics & Human Biology, 10(4), 365-
374. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ehb.2012.04.004 
Fiorini, M., & Keane, M. P. (2014). How the allocation of children’s time affects cognitive and 
non-cognitive development. Journal of Labor Economics, 32(4), 787-836. 
doi:10.1086/677232 
Fomby, P., & Osborne, C. (2016). Family instability, multipartner fertility, and behavior in 
middle childhood. Presented at the annual meeting of the Population Association of 
America, New Orleans, LA.  
Frech, A., & Damaske, S. (2012). The relationships between mothers’ work pathways and 
physical and mental health. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 53(4), 396-412. 
doi:10.1177/0022146512453929 
Friedson, M. (2016). Authoritarian parenting attitudes and social origin: The multigenerational 
relationship of socioeconomic position to childrearing values. Child Abuse & Neglect, 51, 
263-275. doi:10.1016/j.chiabu.2015.10.001 
Gardner, K. A., & Cutrona, C. E. (2004). Social support communication in families. In A. L. 
Vangelisti, (Ed.), Handbook of family communication (pp. 495-512). Mahwah, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
Gershoff, E. T., Aber, J. L., Raver, C. C., & Lennon, M. C. (2007). Income is not enough: 
Incorporating material hardship into models of income associations with parenting and 
child development. Child Development, 78(1), 70-95. 
 	 55 
Gilkerson, J., Richards, J. A., & Topping, K. J. (2015). The impact of book reading in the early 
years on parent–child language interaction. Journal of Early Childhood Literacy, 0(0), 1-
19. doi:10.1177/1468798415608907 
Gonzalez, H., & Barnett, M. A. (2014). Romantic partner and biological father support: 
Associations with maternal distress in low-income Mexican-origin families. Family 
Relations, 63(3), 371-383. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.00986.x 
Gottfried, A. W. (Ed.). (2013). Home environment and early cognitive development: 
Longitudinal research. Orlando: Academic Press. 
Gyamfi, P., Brooks-Gunn, J., & Jackson, A. P. (2001). Associations between employment and 
financial and parental stress in low-income single black mothers. Women & Health, 32(1-
2), 119-135. doi:10.1300/J013v32n01_06 
Ha, Y. (2009). The stability of child-care subsidy use and earnings of low-income families. 
Social Service Review, 83(4), 495-523. doi:10.1086/650352 
Hackman, D. A., & Farah, M. J. (2009). Socioeconomic status and the developing brain. Trends 
in Cognitive Sciences, 13(2), 65-73. doi:10.1016/j.tics.2008.11.003 
Hannan, C., Halpin, B., & Coleman, C. (Eds.). (2013). Growing up in a one-parent family: 
Family structure and child outcomes. Dublin: Family Support Agency. 
Harknett, K. (2006). The relationship between private safety nets and economic outcomes among 
single mothers. Journal of Marriage and Family, 68(1), 172-191. doi:10.1111/j.1741-
3737.2006.00250.x 
Herbst, C. M., & Tekin, E. (2010). Child care subsidies and child development. Economics of 
Education Review, 29(4), 618-638. doi:10.1016/j.econedurev.2010.01.002 
 	 56 
Hetherington, E. M. (Ed.). (2014). Coping with divorce, single parenting, and remarriage: A risk 
and resiliency perspective. New York: Psychology Press. 
Hill, T., Kaplan, L., French, M., & Johnson, R. (2010). Victimization in early life and mental 
health in adulthood: An examination of the mediating and moderating influences of 
psychosocial resources. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 51(1), 48-63. 
doi:10.1177/0022146509361194 
Hoff, E. (2009). Language development at an early age: Learning mechanisms and outcomes 
from birth to five years. Encyclopedia on Early Childhood Development, 1-5. 
Hoff, E., Laursen, B., & Bridges, K. (2012). Measurement and model building in studying the 
influence of socioeconomic status on child development. In L. Mayes & M. Lewis, The 
Cambridge handbook of environment in human development (pp. 590-606). Cambridge, 
UK: Cambridge University Press. http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139016827 
Hoff, E., Laursen, B., & Tardif, T. (2002). Socioeconomic status and parenting. In M. H. 
Bornstein (Ed.), Handbook of parenting. Volume 2: Biology and ecology of parenting (pp. 
231-52). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
Hughes, C., Roman, G., Hart, M. J., & Ensor, R. (2013). Does maternal depression predict young 
children’s executive function? A 4-year longitudinal study. Journal of Child Psychology 
Psychiatry, 54(2), 169-177. doi:10.1111/jcpp.12014 
Idler, E., & Kasl, S. (1991). Health perceptions and survival: Do global evaluations of health 
status really predict mortality? Journal of Gerontology, 46, S55-65. 
doi:10.1093/geronj/46.2.S55 
 	 57 
Idler, E. L., & Benyamini, Y. (1997). Self-rated health and mortality: A review of twenty-seven 
community studies. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 38(1), 21-37. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2955359 
Jackson, A. P., Brooks-Gunn, J., Huang, C., & Glassman, M. (2000). Single mothers in low-
wage jobs: Financial strain, parenting, and preschoolers’ outcomes. Child Development, 
71(5), 1409-1423. doi:10.1111/1467-8624.00236 
Jansen, P., Schmelter, A., Quaiser-Pohl, C., Neuburger, S., & Heil, M. (2013). Mental rotation 
performance in primary school age children: Are there gender differences in chronometric 
tests? Cognitive Development, 28(1), 51-62. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cogdev.2012.08.005 
Jensen, S. K., Dumontheil, I., & Barker, E. D. (2014). Developmental inter-relations between 
early maternal depression, contextual risks, and interpersonal stress, and their effect on 
later child cognitive functioning. Depression and Anxiety, 31(7), 599-607. 
doi:10.1002/da.22147 
Joo, M. (2008). The impact of availability and generosity of subsidized childcare on low-income 
mothers’ hours of work. Journal of Policy Practice, 7(4), 298–313. 
doi:10.1080/15588740802261874 
Kalil, A., & Wightman, P. (2011). Parental job loss and children's educational attainment in 
black and white middle-class families. Social Science Quarterly, 92(1), 57-78. 
doi:10.1111/j.1540-6237.2011.00757.x 
Kloosterman, R., Notten, N., Tolsma, J., & Kraaykamp, G. (2011). The effects of parental 
reading socialization and early school involvement on children’s academic performance: A 
 	 58 
panel study of primary school pupils in the Netherlands. European Sociological Review, 
27(3), 291-306. doi:10.1093/esr/jcq007 
Kohen, D. E., Leventhal, T., Dahinten, V., & McIntosh, C. N. (2008). Neighborhood 
disadvantage: Pathways of effects for young children. Child Development, 79(1), 156 -169. 
doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01117.x 
Komoto, K., Hirose, T., & Okamitsu, M. (2013). Nursing intervention in infant mental health: 
Enhancing mother-infant interaction and self-esteem of adolescent mothers. Journal of 
Nursing and Care. http://dx.doi.org/10.4172/2167-1168. S5-006 
Kuh, D., Shah, I., Richards, M., Mishra, G., Wadsworth, M., & Hardy, R. (2009). Do childhood 
cognitive ability or smoking behaviour explain the influence of lifetime socio-economic 
conditions on premature adult mortality in a British post war birth cohort? Social Science & 
Medicine, 68(9), 1565-1573. doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2009.02.006 
Kuhn, L. J., Willoughby, M. T., Wilbourn, M. P., Vernon-Feagans, L., & Blair, C. B. (2014). 
Early communicative gestures prospectively predict language development and executive 
function in early childhood. Child Development, 85(5), 1898-1914. 
doi:10.1111/cdev.12249 
LeCuyer, E. A., Christensen, J. J., Kreher, D., Kearney, M. H., & Kitzman, H. J. (2015). African 
American mothers’ self-described discipline strategies with young children in 1992 and 
2012. Journal of Pediatric Health Care, 29(1), 28-37. doi:10.1016/j.pedhc.2014.05.009 
Lee, D., & McLanahan, S. (2015). Family structure transitions and child development: 
Instability, selection, and population heterogeneity. American Sociological Review. 
doi:10.1177/0003122415592129 
 	 59 
Lee, J. S., & Koo, H. J. (2015). The relationship between adult attachment and depression in 
Korean mothers during the first 2 years postpartum: A moderated mediation model of self-
esteem and maternal efficacy. Personality and Individual Differences, 79, 50-56. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.01.021 
Lee, R., Zhai, F., Brooks-Gunn, J., Han, W. J., & Waldfogel, J. (2014). Head start participation 
and school readiness: Evidence from the early childhood longitudinal study-birth 
cohort. Developmental Psychology, 50(1), 202-215. doi:10.1037/a0032280 
Leerkes, E. M., & Crockenberg, S. C. (2002). The development of maternal self-efficacy and its 
impact on maternal behavior. Infancy, 3 (2), 227-247. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S15327078IN0302 7 
Letourneau, N. L., Tramonte, L., & Willms, J. D. (2013). Maternal depression, family 
functioning and children's longitudinal development. Journal of Pediatric Nursing, 28(3), 
223-234. doi:10.1016/j.pedn.2012.07.014 
Love, J. M., Chazan-Cohen, R., Raikes, H., & Brooks-Gunn, J. (2013). What makes a difference: 
Early Head Start evaluation findings in a developmental context. Monographs of the 
Society for Research in Child Development, 78(1), vii-viii. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-
5834.2012.00699.x  
Lukie, I. K., Skwarchuk, S. L., LeFevre, J. A., & Sowinski, C. (2014). The role of child interests 
and collaborative parent–child interactions in fostering numeracy and literacy development 
in Canadian homes. Early Childhood Education Journal, 42(4), 251-259. 
doi:10.1007/s10643-013-0604-7 
Luo, J., & Niki, K. (2003). Function of hippocampus in “insight” of problem solving. 
Hippocampus, 13(3), 316-323. doi:10.1002/hipo.10069 
 	 60 
MacDonald, R., Furlong, A., Roden, J., & Crow, R. (2012). Are ‘cultures of worklessness' 
passed down the generations? York, UK: Joseph Rowntree Foundation. 
Magnuson, K. (2007). Maternal education and children's academic achievement during middle 
childhood. Developmental Psychology, 43(6), 1497. doi:10.1037/0012-1649.43.6.1497 
Mandemakers, J. J., & Kalmijn, M. (2014). Do mother’s and father’s education condition the 
impact of parental divorce on child well-being? Social Science Research, 44, 187-199. 
doi:10.1016/j.ssresearch.2013.12.003 
Martin, J. A., Hamilton, B. E., Ventura, S. J., Osterman, M. J., & Mathews, T. J. (2013). Births: 
Final data for 2011. National Vital Statistics Reports, 62(1). Hyattsville, MD: National 
Center for Health Statistics. Retrieved from www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr62_01.pdf. 
Mastergeorge, A. M., Paschall, K., Loeb, S. R., & Dixon, A. (2014). The still-face paradigm and 
bidirectionality: Associations with maternal sensitivity, self-esteem and infant emotional 
reactivity. Infant Behavior and Development,37(3), 387-397. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.infbeh.2014.05.006 
Matsudaira, I., Yokota, S., Hashimoto, T., Takeuchi, H., Asano, K., Asano, M., et al. (2016). 
Parental Praise Correlates with Posterior Insular Cortex Gray Matter. Volume in Children 
and Adolescents. PLoS ONE, 11(4): e0154220. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0154220 
McClelland, M. M., Acock, A. C., Piccinin, A., Rhea, S. A., & Stallings, M. C. (2013). Relations 
between preschool attention span-persistence and age 25 educational outcomes. Early 
Childhood Research Quarterly, 28(2), 314-324. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2012.07.008 
 	 61 
McConnell, D., Breitkreuz, R., & Savage, A. (2011). From financial hardship to child 
difficulties: Main and moderating effects of perceived social support. Child: Care, Health 
and Development, 37, 679–691. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2214.2010.01185.x 
McLanahan, S., & Sandefur, G. (1994). Growing up with a single parent: What hurts, what 
helps. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
McLoyd, V. C., Jayaratne, T. E., Ceballo, R., & Borquez, J. (1994). Unemployment and work 
interruption among African American single mothers: Effects on parenting and adolescent 
socioemotional functioning. Child Development, 65(2), 562-589. doi:10.1111/j.1467-
8624.1994.tb00769.x 
Mesman, J., Van IJzendoorn, M. H., & Bakermans-Kranenburg, M. J. (2012). Unequal in 
opportunity, equal in process: Parental sensitivity promotes positive child development in 
ethnic minority families. Child Development Perspectives, 6(3), 239-250. 
doi:10.1111/j.1750-8606.2011.00223.x 
Meyer, A., Proudfit, G. H., Bufferd, S. J., Kujawa, A. J., Laptook, R. S., Torpey, D. C., & Klein, 
D. N. (2015). Self-reported and observed punitive parenting prospectively predicts 
increased error-related brain activity in six-year-old children. Journal of Abnormal Child 
Psychology, 43(5), 821-829. doi:10.1007/s10802-014-9918-1 
Middleton, M., Scott, S. L., & Renk, K. (2009). Parental depression, parenting behaviours, and 
behaviour problems in young children. Infant and Child Development, 18(4), 323-336. 
doi:10.1002/icd.598 
Miller, S., McKay, M. M., & Baptiste, D. (2007). Social support for African American low-
income parents: The influence of preadolescents’ risk behavior and support role on parental 
 	 62 
monitoring and child outcomes. Social Work in Mental Health, 5(1-2), 121-145. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J200v05n01_06 
Mistry, R. S., Lowe, E. D., Benner, A. D., & Chien, N. (2008). Expanding the family economic 
stress model: Insights from a mixed-methods approach. Journal of Marriage and Family, 
70, 196-209. doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2007.00471.x 
Mitra, A. (2014). Going it alone: Single-mother households in the United States. In E. Redmount 
(Ed.), The economics of the family: How the household affects markets and economic 
growth (Vol. 1,  pp. 129-158). Santa Barbara: Praeger. 
Morinis, J., Carson, C., & Quigley, M. A. (2013). Effect of teenage motherhood on cognitive 
outcomes in children: A population-based cohort study. Arch Dis Child, 98, 959-964.  
doi:10.1136/archdischild-2012-302525 
Murry, V. M., Bynum, M. S., Brody, G. H., Willert, A., & Stephens, D. (2001). African 
American single mothers and children in context: A review of studies on risk and 
resilience. Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review, 4(2), 133-155.  Retrieved from 
https://parenteducation.unt.edu/sites/default/files/AA%20single%20mothers%20and%20ch
ildren%20in%20context.pdf 
Newland, R. P., Crnic, K. A., Cox, M. J., & Mills-Koonce, W. R. (2013). The family model 
stress and maternal psychological symptoms: Mediated pathways from economic hardship 
to parenting. Journal of Family Psychology, 27(1), 96. doi:10.1037/a0031112 
Ng, F. F. Y., Pomerantz, E. M., & Deng, C. (2014). Why are Chinese mothers more controlling 
than American mothers? “My child is my report card.” Child Development, 85(1), 355-369. 
doi: 10.1111/cdev.12102 
 	 63 
Nixon, E., Greene, S., & Hogan, D. (2013). “It’s what’s normal for me”: Children’s experiences 
of growing up in a continuously single-parent household. Journal of Family Issues, 36 (8) 
1-19. doi:10.1177/0192513X13494826 
Noble, K. G., Houston, S. M., Brito, N. H., Bartsch, H., Kan, E., Kuperman, J. M., ... & Schork, 
N. J. (2015). Family income, parental education and brain structure in children and 
adolescents. Nature Neuroscience, 18(5), 773-778. doi:10.1038/nn.3983 
Obradović, J., Yousafzai, A. K., Finch, J. E., & Rasheed, M. A. (2016). Maternal scaffolding and 
home stimulation: Key mediators of early intervention effects on children’s cognitive 
development. Developmental Psychology, 52(9), 1409-1421. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/dev0000182 
Odgers, C. L., Moffitt, T. E., Tach, L. M., Sampson, R. J., Taylor, A., Matthews, C. L., & Caspi, 
A. (2009). The protective effects of neighborhood collective efficacy on British children 
growing up in deprivation: A developmental analysis. Developmental Psychology, 45, 942-
957. doi:10.1037/a0016162 
Osborne, C., Berger, L. M., & Magnuson, K. (2012). Family structure transitions and changes in 
maternal resources and well-being. Demography,49(1), 23-47. doi:10.1007/s13524-011-
0080-x. 
Östberg, M., & Hagekull, B. (2013). Parenting stress and external stressors as predictors of 
maternal ratings of child adjustment. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 54(3), 213-221. 
doi:10.1111/sjop.12045 
Parcel, T. L., Dufur, M. J., & Cornell Zito, R. (2010). Capital at home and at school: A review 
and synthesis. Journal of Marriage and Family, 72(4), 828-846. doi:10.1111/j.1741-
3737.2010.00733.x 
 	 64 
Pew Research Center. (2013). Statistical portrait of Latinos in the United States. Retrieved from 
http://www.pewhispanic.org/2014/04/29/statisticalportrait-of-hispanics-in-the-united-
states-2012/ 
Ponnet, K., Wouters, E., Mortelmans, D., Pasteels, I., De Backer, C., Van Leeuwen, K., & Van 
Hiel, A. (2012). The influence of mothers’ and fathers’ parenting stress and depressive 
symptoms on own and partner’s parent-child communication. Family Process, 52(2), 312-
324. doi:10.1111/famp.12001 
Quint, J. C., Johannes M. B., & Denise E. P. (1997). New Chance: Final Report on a 
Comprehensive Program for Young Mothers in Poverty and Their Children. New York: 
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation. 
Rank, M. R. (2005). One nation, underprivileged. New York: Oxford University Press. 
Raudenbush, S., & Bryk, A. (2002). Hierarchical linear models: Applications and data analysis 
methods (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Raver, C. C., Blair, C., & Willoughby, M. (2013). Poverty as a predictor of 4-year-olds’ 
executive function: New perspectives on models of differential 
susceptibility. Developmental Psychology, 49(2), 292. doi:10.1037/a0028343  
Rector, R. (2014, Nov.). How welfare undermines marriage and what to do about it (Issue Brief 
#4302 on Welfare and Welfare Spending). Retrieved from 
http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2014/11/how-welfare-undermines-marriage-and-
what-to-do-about-it. 
Rege, M., Telle, K., & Votruba, M. (2011). Parental job loss and children’s school 
performance. The Review of Economic Studies, 78(4), 1462-1489. 
doi:10.1093/restud/rdr002 
 	 65 
Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. Princeton: Princeton University 
Press. 
Ruhm, C. (2008). Maternal employment and adolescent development. Labour Economics, 15(5), 
958-983. doi:10.1016/j.labeco.2007.07.008 
Schoen, C., Osborn, R., Squires, D., & Doty, M. M. (2013). Access, affordability, and insurance 
complexity are often worse in the United States compared to ten other countries. Health 
Affairs, 32(12), 2205-2215. doi:10.1377/hlthaff.2013.0879 
Schoon, I. (2010). Childhood cognitive ability and adult academic attainment: Evidence from 
three British cohort studies. Longitudinal and Life Course Studies, 1(3), 241-158. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.14301/llcs.v1i3.93 
Schoon, I., Bynner, J., Joshi, H., Parsons, S., Wiggins, R. D., & Sacker, A. (2002). The influence 
of context, timing, and duration of risk experiences for the passage from childhood to mid-
adulthood. Child Development, 73(5), 1486-1504. doi:10.1111/1467-8624.00485 
Schoon, I., Jones, E., Cheng, H., & Maughan, B. (2012). Family hardship, family instability, and 
cognitive development. Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health, 66(8), 716-722. 
doi:10.1136/jech.2010.121228 
Seccombe, K. (2000). Families in poverty in the 1990s: Trends, causes, consequences, and 
lessons learned. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 62(4), 1094-1113. 
doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.01094.x 
Sigel, I. E., (2014). The belief-behavior connection: A resolvable dilemma? In I. E. Sigel, A. V. 
McGillicuddy-DeLisi, & J. J. Goodnow (Eds.), Parental belief systems: The psychological 
consequences for children (pp. 433-456). Hillsdale, NJ: Earlbaum. 
 	 66 
Simonton, D. K., & Song, A. V. (2009). Eminence, IQ, physical and mental health, and 
achievement domain: Cox’s 282 geniuses revisited. Psychological Science, 20(4), 429-434. 
doi:10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02313.x 
Smith, E. P., Osgood, D. W., Caldwell, L., Hynes, K., & Perkins, D. F.(2013). Measuring 
collective efficacy among children in community based afterschool programs: Exploring 
pathways toward prevention and positive youth development. American Journal of 
Community Psychology. 52(1) 27-40. 
Soenens, B., Wuyts, D., Vansteenkiste, M., Mageau, G. A., & Brenning, K. (2015). Raising 
trophy kids: The role of mothers' contingent self-esteem in maternal promotion of 
extrinsic goals. Journal of Adolescence, 42, 40-49. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2015.04.001 
Stefanek, E., Strohmeier, D., Fandrem, H., & Spiel, C. (2012). Depressive symptoms in native 
and immigrant adolescents: The role of critical life events and daily hassles. Anxiety, Stress 
& Coping, 25(2), 201-217. doi:10.1080/10615806.2011.605879 
Stein, A., Malmberg, L.-E., Sylva, K., Barnes, J., Leach, P. P., & the FCCC Team. (2008). The 
influence of maternal depression, caregiving, and socioeconomic status in the post-natal 
year on children’s language development. Child: Care, Health & Development, 34(5), 603-
612. doi:10.1111/j.1365-2214.2008.00837.x 
Stevens, A. H., & Schaller, J. (2011). Short-run effects of parental job loss on children's 
academic achievement. Economics of Education Review, 30(2), 289-299. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2010.10.002 
Stoffregen, T. A. (2000). Affordances and events. Ecological Psychology, 12(1), 1-28. 
doi:10.1207/S15326969ECO1201_1 
 	 67 
Sulik M. J., Eisenberg, N., Lemery-Chalfant, K., Spinrad, T. L., Silva, K. M., Eggum, N. D., et 
al. (2012). Interactions between serotonin transporter gene haplotypes and quality of 
mothers’ parenting predict the development of children’s noncompliance. Developmental 
Psychology, 48, 740-754. doi:10.1037/a0025938 
Suor, J. H., Sturge-Apple, M. L., Davies, P. T., Cicchetti, D., & Manning, L. G. (2015). Tracing 
differential pathways of risk: Associations among family adversity, cortisol, and cognitive 
functioning in childhood. Child Development, 86(4), 1142-1158. doi:10.1111/cdev.12376 
Taylor, R. D., Budescu, M., Gebre, A., & Hodzic, I. (2014). Family financial pressure and 
maternal and adolescent socioemotional adjustment: Moderating effects of kin social 
support in low income African American families. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 
23(2), 242-254. doi:10.1007/s11524-012-9755-x 
Taylor, Z. E., & Conger, R. D. (2014). Risk and resilience processes in single-mother families: 
An Interactionist perspective. In Z. Sloboda & H.,Petras (Eds). Defining prevention science 
(195-217). New York, NY: Springer. doi:10.1007/978-1-4899-7424-2 
Taylor, Z. E., Conger, R. D., Robins, R. W., & Widaman, K. F. (2015). Parenting practices and 
perceived social support: Longitudinal relations with the social competence of Mexican-
origin children. Journal of Latina/o Psychology, 3(4), 193. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/lat0000038 
Taylor, R. D., Seaton, E., & Dominguez, A. (2008). Kinship support, family relations, and 
psychological adjustment among low-income African American mothers and adolescents. 
Journal of Research on Adolescence, 18(1), 1-22. doi:10.1111/j.1532-7795.2008.00548.x 
 	 68 
Thoits, P. A. (1995). Stress, coping, and social support processes: Where are we? What next? 
Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 35, 53-79. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2626957 
Thompson, R. A., Flood, M. F., & Goodwin, R. (2006). Social support and developmental 
psychopathology. In D. Cicchetti & D. J. Cohen (Eds.), Developmental psychopathology, 
Vol. 3: Risk, disorder, and adaptation (2nd ed., pp. 1-37). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley. 
Thomson, E., & McLanahan, S. S. (2012). Reflections on “Family structure and child well-
being: Economic resources vs. parental socialization.” Social Forces, 91(1), 45-53. 
doi: 10.1093/sf/sos119 
Turnbull, K., Reid, G. J., & Morton, J. B. (2013). Behavioral sleep problems and their potential 
impact on developing executive function in children. Sleep, 36(7), 1077-1084. 
http://doi.org/10.5665/sleep.2814 
Umaña-Taylor, A. J., Guimond, A. B., Updegraff, K. A., & Jahromi, L. B. (2013). A longitudinal 
examination of support, self-esteem, and Mexican-origin adolescent mothers’ parenting 
efficacy. Journal of Marriage and Family, 75(3), 746-759. doi:10.1111/jomf.12019 
Umaña-Taylor, A. J., & Updegraff, K. A. (2013). Latino families in the United States. In G. W. 
Peterson & K. R. Bush, Handbook of marriage and the family (3rd ed., pp. 723-747).  New 
York: Springer. 
U.S. Census Bureau. (2009). Family groups: 2009 (Table FG10).  Retrieved from 
http://www.census.gov/hhes/families/data/cps2014FG.html 
Vernon-Feagans, L. (2013). The Family Life Project: An epidemiological and developmental 
study of young children living in poor rural communities: VI. Discussion and implications 
 	 69 
for children living in rural poverty. Monographs of the Society for Research in Child 
Development, 78(5), 92-108. doi:10.1111/mono.12052 
Vogel, C., Brooks-Gunn, J., Martin, A., & Klute, M. M. (2013). Impacts of early Head Start 
participation on child and parent outcomes at ages 2, 3, and 5. Monographs of the Society 
for Research in Child Development, 78(1), 36-63. doi:10.1111/j.1540-5834.2012.00702.x 
Waldfogel, J., Craigie, T. A., & Brooks-Gunn, J. (2010). Fragile families and child well-
being. The Future of Children, 20(2), 87-112. http://www.jstor.org/stable/20773696 
West, S. (2015, November). Financial fragility and emergency savings in households headed by 
single mothers. Poster presented at the Annual Fall Research Conference of the Association 
for Public Policy Analysis and Management, Miami, FL. 
Winston, P., Angel, R., Burton, L., Chase-Lansdale, P., Cherlin, A., Moffit, R., et al. (1999). 
Welfare, children, and families: A three-city study overview and design report. Retrieved 
from http://www.web.jhu.edu/threecitystudy/images/overviewanddesign.pdf 
Woodcock, R. W. (1977). Woodcock-Johnson psycho-educational battery (Technical Report). 
Woodcock, R. W., & Johnson, M. B. (1989). Woodcock Johnson psycho-educational battery—
revised. Allen, TX: DLM Teaching Resources. 
Woodcock, R. W., & Mather, N. (1989, 1990). WJ-R tests of achievement: Examiner’s manual. 
In R. W. Woodcock & M. B. Johnson, Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-educational Battery-
Revised. Allen, TX: DLM Teaching Resources. 
Woodcock, R. W., & Sandoval, A. F. M. (1996). Batería Woodcock-Muñoz: Pruebas de 
habilidad cognitiva-revisada. Itasca, IL: Riverside Publishing Company. 
Yurduşen, S., Erol, N., & Gençöz, T. (2013). The effects of parental attitudes and mothers’ 
psychological well-being on the emotional and behavioral problems of their preschool 
 	 70 
children. Maternal and Child Health Journal, 17(1), 68-75. doi:10.1007/s10995-012-
0946-6 
Zietlow, A., Schlüter, M. K., Nonnenmacher, N., … et al. (2014). Maternal Child Health 
Journal, 18: 1873. doi:10.1007/s10995-014-1431 
  
 	 71 
Figure 1: Conceptual Model 
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Table 1 
Descriptive Statistics of Study Measures 
 Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Mother’s Family Background     
Maternal Grandmother’s Highest Education .00 2.00 1.12 .48 
Maternal Grandfather’s Highest Education .00 2.00 1.09 .48 
Maternal Grandparent Welfare Use .00 1.00 .58 .49 
Mother’s Psychosocial Resources     
Mother’s Self Esteem 18.00 50.00 42.84 6.61 
Neighborhood Collective Efficacy 9.00 45.00 24.71 8.85 
Mother’s Social Support 1.00 3.00 1.73 .56 
Mother’s Socioeconomic Status     
Household Income .00 3910.00 1102.76 685.37 
Mother’s Highest Education Degree 1.00 8.00 4.18 2.12 
Mother’s Hours Worked .00 72.00 12.87 17.31 
Mother’s Welfare Use .00 1.00 .83 .38 
Mother’s Stress     
Financial Strain -1.53 1.88 -.09 .72 
Mental Health Problems 33.00 81.00 47.20 11.10 
Parenting Stress  1.00 5.00 2.82 .84 
Mother’s Parenting Quality     
Positive Parenting 2.24 4.00 3.37 .34 
Cognitive Stimulation in the Home 25.72 126.00 99.74 14.85 
Observed Cognitive Stimulation in the Home 3.00 10.00 8.52 1.55 
Covariates     
Mother’s Age in Years 18.00 47.00 26.45 5.86 
Gender (male=1/female=0) .00 1.00 .51 .50 
Mother’s Race (Hispanic=1/African-American=0)  .00 1.00 .49 .50 
Cognitive Functioning     
WJ Applied Problem – Ages 7 to 11 3 49 28.92 5.88 
WJ Letter Word Identification – Ages 7 to 11 4 58 34.17 8.96 
WJ Applied Problem - Ages 2 to 4 43.00 133.00 91.18 15.75 
WJ Letter Word Identification - Ages 2 to 4 61.00 162.00 98.87 13.43 
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Table 2  
Correlations Among Study Variables 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 
Mother’s Family Background              
1) Grandmother’s Education 1.00                   
2) Grandfather’s Education .50** 1.00                  
Mother’s Psychosocial Resources              
3) Mother’s Self Esteem .12* .14* 1.00                 
4) Neigh. Collective Efficacy -.14** -.09 .15** 1.00                
5) Mother’s Social Support -.01 -.03 -.33** -.18** 1.00               
Mother’s Socioeconomic Status             
6) Household Income .00 .02 .01 -.01 -.04 1.00              
7) Mother’s Education  .30** .28** .20** .00 -.07 .12* 1.00             
8) Mother’s Hours Worked -.01 -.01 .08 .04 -.03 .47** .15** 1.00            
Mother’s Stress                  
9)   Financial Strain .08 .10 -.18** -.18** .29** -.03 .01 -.08 1.00           
10) Mental Health Problems .03 .04 -.33** -.18** .30** .09 .06 .01 .39** 1.00          
 
11) Parenting Stress  .00 -.05 -.34** -.11* .21** .11* .02 .01 .23** .36** 1.00         
Mother’s Parenting Quality                  
12) Positive Parenting .09 .17** .21** .04 -.11* .05 .14** .03 -.10* -.02 -.14** 1.00        
13) Cognitive Stimulation  .22** .14* .20** .03 -.13** .01 .22** .09 -.06 .01 -.07 .15** 1.00       
14) Obs Cognitive Stimulation  .05 .01 .08 .05 -.06 -.04 .07 .07 -.05 -.10* -.19** .03 .31** 1.00      
Covariates                    
15) Mother’s Age in Years -.06 -.04 .03 .13** .03 .09 .23** .14** .06 -.04 -.08 .01 -.04 .07 1.00     
Cognitive Functioning                 
16) Applied Problem, Ages 7-
10 
-.06 .05 .06 .05 .01 .06 .15** .10 -.02 -.01 -.05 .12* .03 .09 .10 1.00    
17) Letter Word, Ages 7-10 .07 .15* .05 .08 -.02 .13* .14** .12* -.01 -.01 -.06 .14** .09 .00 .05 .69** 1.00   
18) Applied Problem, Ages 2-4 .08 .01 .02 .00 -.04 .06 .15** .05 -.03 .01 .00 .17** .08 .05 .02 .11* .14** 1.00  
19) Letter Word, Ages 2-4 .09 .06 .09 -.01 -.13** .09 .15** .09* -.10* -.05 -.01 .07 .14** .15*
* 
-.06 .01 -.01 .42** 1.0
0 
Notes: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).   
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
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Table 3 
Hierarchical Regressions Predicting Applied Problems in Middle Childhood, Wave 3 
 
Model  
1 
Model  
2 
Model 
3 
Model  
4 
Model 
5 
Model 
6 
Model 
7 
Covariates        
       Caregiver’s age .04 .03 .02 -.02 -.02 -.02 -.02 
       Gender:   (male=1/female=0) -.01 -.01 -.02 -.02 -.02 -.02 -.02 
       Race: (Hispanic=1/others=0) .08 .10* .10* .13** .13** .15** .16** 
Mother’s Family Background        
Maternal Grandmother’s Highest 
Education 
 
.04 .04 .03 .03 .02 .02 
Maternal Grandfather’s Highest 
Education 
 
.11* .10* .09 .09 .08 .09 
Maternal Grandparent Welfare Use  -.06 -.06 -.05 -.04 -.06 -.05 
Mother’s Psychosocial Resources        
Mother’s Self Concept   .04 .02 .01 -.02 -.01 
Neighborhood Collective Efficacy   .06 .07 .07 .06 .06 
Mother’s Social Support   -.01 .00 .01 .01 .01 
Mother’s Socioeconomic Status        
Household Income    .07 .08 .08 .07 
Mother’s Highest Education 
Degree 
 
  
.10 
.10* .09 .08 
Mother’s Hours Worked    .06 .06 .06 .06 
Mother’s Welfare Use    .03 .02 .02 .03 
Mother’s Stress        
Financial Strain     .01 .02 .02 
Mental Health Problems     .00 -.02 -.02 
Parenting Stress      -.05 -.05 -.05 
Mother’s Parenting Quality        
Positive Parenting      .10* .09 
Cognitive Stimulation in the Home      .06 .06 
Observed Cognitive Stimulation in 
the Home 
 
  
 
 -.06 -.07 
Cognitive Functioning        
WJ Applied Problem - Ages 2 to 4, 
Wave 1 
 
  
 
  .10* 
Notes: (1) Standardized beta coefficients are reported. (2)**p<.01, **p<.05.
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Table 4 
Hierarchical Regressions Predicting Letter Word in Middle Childhood, Wave 3 
 
Model  
1 
Model 
2 
Model 
3  
Model  
4 
Model 
5 
Model 
6 
Model 
7  
Covariates          
Mother’s Age in Years .08 .07 .06  .02 .01 .01 .01  
Gender (male=1/female=0) -.03 -.03 -.04  -.04 -.04 -.04 -.04  
Race (Hispanic=1/others=0)  .11 .11* .12*  .15** .15** .15** .15**  
Mother’s Family Background          
Maternal Grandmother’s Highest 
Education 
 
-.04 -.05 
 -.07 
-.07 -.07 -.07 
 
Maternal Grandfather’s Highest 
Education 
 
.08 .07 
 .06 
.06 .05 .05 
 
Maternal Grandparent Welfare Use  -.04 -.04  -.02 -.02 -.02 -.02  
Mother’s Psychosocial Resources          
Mother’s Self Concept   .07  .05 .04 .02 .02  
Neighborhood Collective Efficacy   .02  .02 .02 .02 .02  
Mother’s Social Support   .02  .02 .03 .03 .03  
Mother’s Socioeconomic Status          
     Household Income     .02 .03 .03 .03  
Mother’s Highest Education 
Degree 
 
  
 
.15** .15** .14** .14** 
 
      Mother’s Hours Worked     .05 .05 .05 .05  
      Mother’s Welfare Use     -.03 -.03 -.04 -.04  
Mother’s Stress          
 Financial Strain      -.01 .00 .00  
 Mental Health Problems      -.01 -.02 -.02  
 Parenting Stress       -.04 -.02 -.02  
Mother’s Parenting Quality          
Positive Parenting       .10* .10*  
Cognitive Stimulation in the Home       -.01 -.01  
Observed Cognitive Stimulation in 
the Home 
 
  
  
 .03 .03 
 
Cognitive Functioning          
WJ Letter Word - Ages 2 to 4, 
Wave 1 
 
  
  
  -.01 
 
Notes: (1) Standardized beta coefficients are reported. (2)**p<.01, **p<.05.
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APPENDIX A:  IRB APPROVAL
 
 
 
